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Current Topics. 


The New Judges’ Bill. 

THE Supreme Court of Judicature Bill passed through Com- 
mittee in the House of Commons on Tuesday evening, after some 
rather violent attacks on the bench by certain extremists. We 
are glad to observe that, as we hoped would be the case, the 
period after which no vacancies are to be filled up bas been 
extended from January to August in next year. 


The New Finance Bill. 


As THE new Finance Bill was only obtainable on Thursday 
last, little time is given for consideration of the changes which 
have been made in the Bill of last year. Comparison of the two 
Bills is, however, much facilitated by shewing in erased type any 
matter omitted and by underlining any matter inserted. Practi- 
cally the measure is, as was anticipated, unchanged. In clause 
7, which provides that “increment value duty shall not be charged 
in respect of agricultural land while that land has no higher 
value than its value for agricultural purposes only if sold at the 
time in the open market,” the words in italics have been added ; and 
in the definition of ‘‘interest” in relation to land in clause 41, 
words have been introduced to exclude tenancies subject to 
statutory conditions under the Land Law (Ireland) Acts ; but 
this, apart from alterations in date, is the extent of the changes 
as regards the land duties (Part I.). The changes in the duties 
on liquor licences (Part II.) are incidental to the delay in 
the passing of the Bill. The only change in death duties (Part 
III.) relates to the valuation of the statutory tenancies in Ireland 
just referred to. The income tax provisions (Part IV.) are un- 
changed, save as regards date, but under “Stamps” (Part V.) 
an important concession has been made in respect of voluntary 
conveyances. To clause 74 (6), which exempts from ad valorem 
duty conveyances and transfers made for # nominal consideration 
by way of security, or in the administration of a trust, words 
have been added providing that it shall not be necessary to set 
forth in the instrument the circumstances giving the title to 
exemption. This is the most important of the changes in the 
Bill. A new clause—clause 95—has been introduced to validate 
assessments and payments made before the passing of the Bill 
in respect of duties impored by it. ‘ 

“” 
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Mr. Justice Grantham and the New Circuit 
Arrangements, 

Mr. JusTICE GRANTHAM has a poor opinion of the recent 
change in the order of business on the assizes. In an address to 
the grand jury at Manchester, the learned judge explained that 
under the existing system he was unable to try civil causes when 
the criminal work was over, and would have to waste his time 
before going to Liverpool or be forced to return to London. He 
believed that the Lord Chancellor had acted from the most 
honourable motives, but he did not believe that under any such 
arrangements it was possible to get more work out of the judges. 
Solicitors, he believed, were to a large extent to blame. The 
alteration had been made in haste, and he hoped that the matter 
would be reconsidered, and the great Northern Circuit restored 
to its former position. Mr. Justice GRANTHAM is essentially a 
laudator temporis acti, and in answer to his regrets we have a 
letter from Mr. C. J. E. Crosser, the honorary secretary of the 
Manchester Incorporated Law Society, in which the writer 
insists that the change was promoted quite as much in the 
interests of suitors, jurors and witnesses, as in those of the 
solicitors. A deputation which waited on the Lord Chancellor 
in support of the changes included delegates from corporations, 
chambers of commerce, commercial and trading associations of 
Manchester and Liverpool, and a number of other towns. The 
object of these changes was not merely to avoid remanets, but to 
obviate the course of proceeding which the judges were almost 
compelled to take in order to deal with the cases intended for 
trial. Civil business at the assizes was dealt with under pressure. 
Cases were sometimes tried with undue haste, and late in the 
evening when everyone was tired with the day’s work. There 
was in consequence great pressure to refer complicated cases to 
arbitration, and the only alternative to arbitration was a com- 
promise which satisfied neither party. Mr. Crosse declares that 
the new system has been a great success, and has commended 
itself to suitors and the legal profession. Mr. Justice GRANTHAM 
thinks it a grave scandal that the Northern Circuit should be a 
one judge circuit, and that the auxiliary judge should enter the 
large towns without the customary solemnities. We are disposed 
to think that the citizens of Manchester and Liverpool will resign 
themselves to these inconveniences, 


Discovery in Support of Bankruptcy Petition. 

A CASE of much interest in bankruptcy procedure has been 
fixed for hearing this week by the whole Court of Appeal sitting 
as one division. A bankruptcy petition having been presented 
against a married woman carrying on a trade separately from 
her husband, the petitioner applied to the registrar for leave to 
administer interrogatories to, and to obtain discovery of docu 
ments from, the debtor, with the object of obtaining evidence to 
establish an act of bankruptcy. By rule 72 of the Bankruptcy 
General Rules of 1586, 1890, &c., “any party to any proceding 
in court may, with the leave of the court, administer interro- 
gatories to, or obtain discovery of documents from, any other 
party to such proceeding. Proceedings under this rule shall be 
regulated as nearly as may be by the Rules of the Supreme Court 
for the time being in force in relation to discovery and 
inspection. An application for leave under this rule may be 
made ex parte.” But although a debtor against whom a receiving 
order has been made is compellable to give the fullest informa 
tion with regard to his property, it is quite another question 
whether, before the receiving order has been made, he should be 
forced to make admissions with regard to acts which under the 
early bankruptcy law were regarded as offences against the criminal 





law of the country. In the case of Re X. Y., Ex parte Haes (1902, 
1 K. B. 98), VaueHan WILLIAMs, L.J., said that it had long 
been the practice in bankruptcy to refuse to allow a petitioning | 
creditor to call the debtor in support of a petition adverse to | 
him. The Lord Justice considered that the reason of the rule | 
was that proceedings in bankruptcy were regarded as in some sense 
criminal proceedings, and the reason why the debtor was not | 
allowed to be called was an extension of the common law rule | 
that you could not call a prisoner to prove the case against him- 
self. The whole court (including the learned Lord Justice) 
ultimately came to the conclusion that there was nothing in 
principle—at any rate since the Bankruptey Act, 1869—to 





support this practice of the court. Whether it would often be 
expedient, as a matter of policy, to call the debtor himself wag 
another question. The registrar having refused the order applied 
for, the petitioning creditor has appealed to the Court of Appeal, 


The New Exemptions from Distress 

THE EXEMPTION of lodgers’ goods from distress afforded by 
the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act, 1871, has been extended by 
the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, to the goods of 
undertenants and of persons who have no interest in the 
tenancy, but the Legislature in granting this extension excepted, 
by section 4, certain classes of goods, and the exception has 
been the subject of decision by the Divisional Court (DARLING and 
PHILLIMORE, JJ.) in Shenstone & Co. v. Freeman (Times, 9th 
inst.). The section provides, by sub-clause 1, that the Act shall 
not apply to goods belonging to the “ husband or wife of a tenant 
whose rent is in arrear, nor to goods comprised in any bill of 
sale, hire-purchase agreement, or settlement made by such tenant, 
nor to goods in the possession, order, or disposition of such 
tenant by the consent and permission of the true owner unde! 
such circumstances that such tenant is the reputed owner 
thereof.” The words “comprised in any bill of sale, hire. 
purchase agreement, or settlement made by such tenant” 
have caused the difficulty in the present case, though 
at first sight it is not clear where the difficulty arises. Do 
the words “ made by such tenant” qualify only “settlement,” or 
do they qualify all the instruments enumerated—“ any bill of sale, 
hire-purchase agreement, or settlement ”? It was contended that 
they do not qualify the earlier words, and that where goods on 
the premises are included in a hire-purchase agreement, they are 
excluded from the exemption, even though the tenant is no party 
to the agreement. In the present case the article was a piano 
which the tenant’s wife had taken on such an agreement. The 
Divisional Court did not accede to this contention, and it is 
perhaps surprising that they regarded it as at all tenable. Mr. 
Justice DARLING put various cases—such as that of a doctor 
temporarily visiting the premises at the time of the distress in a 
motor-car which he was using under a hire-purchase agreement 
in which it would be absurd not to apply the exemption. But 
in fact the words of the Act are quite plain. Taking them as 
ordinary English, the bill of sale, the hire-purchase agreement, 
and the settlement must all be “ made by the tenant ” for the sub- 
clause to affect them; and the word “made ” is sufficiently 
appropriate in each case. An agreement by which the tenant 
hires goods with an arrangement for purchase is “made” by him 
as well as by the owner of the goods. It is quite possible that 
the somewhat complicated provisions of the Act may raise points 
of real difficulty, but this does not seem to be one of them. 


The Licences Compensation Charge. 

THE PROVISIONS in the Licensing Act, 1904, as to the raising 
of the licences compensation fund have furnished some interesting 
questions for the courts, and not least the question which has 
just been decided by the House of Lords in Watney & Co. v. 
Llangattock (Times, 20th inst.). The object of the Act is to 
apportion the compensation charge on licensed premises among 
the persons interested, and accordingly the occupying tenant 
who pays the charge may deduct a certain proportion of it from 
the rent payable to his immediate landlord, who in turn, if he 
is not the freeholder, can deduct from the rent payable by him 
self, and so on. But the extent of the landlord’s interest in the 
compensation fund varies inversely according to the length of 
the unexpired term of the lease; when this is sixty years, bis 
interest is remote, and he is liable to a deduction of only | 
per cent. of the charge; where it bas been reduced to less than 
a year, he is practically the only person interested in the 
licence, and he is subject to a deduction of 100 per cent. In the 
present case the question was whether the “term” of the lease, 
as that word is used in the schedule to the Act, was to be taken 
in its strict legal sense, or whether it could be taken to mean 
the period during which the tenant would be in fact entitled 
to hold the property. Thus the appellants were entitled 
to an existing lease of a public-house—The Roebuck—which 
would expire in 1917. They were also entitled to a reversionary 
lease of the same premises till 1935, but a day’s interval was 
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interposed between the two leases. Substantially, therefore, the 
appellants were entitled to a term expiring in 1935, and they 
claimed to deduct from their rent a part of the compensation 
charge calculated on this footing, and LAWRENCE, J. (1909, 2 
K. B. 884), decided in their favour. But in the Court of Appeal 
(1910, 1 K. B. 236) and also in the House of Lords (supra) the 
word ‘‘ term” has been confined to its strict legal meaning. The 
Legislature might, if so minded, have made the deduction depend 
on the actual interest of the tenant in the premises, but it has not 
done so. The meaning of the word “term” is well understood, 
and it refers only to the period of years for which the property 
is held under the lease creating the term. In the Licensing Act 
itis obvious that it is used, not with reference to a future term, 
but to the term existing at the date when the compensation 
chargeis payable. In the present case this was a term expiring in 
1917; and in 1908, when the charge in question was payable, 
the landlord was subject to deduction from his rent in accordance 
with the schedule scale on the footing of less than ten and more 
than nine years being unexpired—that is, 45 per cent. If the 
reversionary term could have been added, the deduction would 
have been only 7 per cent., the unexpired term exceeding twenty- 
five years but not exceeding thirty years. 


“Responsible and Respectable.” 


CAN A corporation be “ responsible and respectable ” ? NEVILLE, 
J., has recently held, in /Villmott v. London Road Car Co. (Times, 
April Sth), that it cannot. Both the decision and the reason- 
ing on which it is based seem unsatisfactory. The action was 
prought by the lessor of leasehold premises at Putney to recover 
possession on the ground of a breach of covenant having been 
committed by the assigns of the original lessee. The premises 
had been let on a long lease; the lessee had covenanted to use 
them for the business of a job-master and livery stable keeper, and 
not to assign, &c., without consent—“ but such consent should not 
be withheld in respect of a respectable and responsible person.” 
The plaintiff had consented to the assignment in favour of the 
defendants. The defendants subsequently sold their undertaking 
to the London General Omnibus Co. (Limited), and applied to 
the plaintiff for permission to assign the premises to their 
purchasers. This permission the plaintiff refused to give, and 
subsequently brought the action. It was contended for the 
defendants that the London General Omnibus Co. was a 
“respectable and responsible person” within the meaning of 
the words as used in the lease, and that no breach of covenant 
had been committed by the defendants giving up possession to 
the omnibus company. NEVILLE, J., however, held that a 
breach of covenant had been committed, and that the plaintiff 
was entitled to recover possession. The ground of this decision 
was that the parties to the lease had not intended to include 
corporations by the word “ person,” and the learned judge pro- 
fessed to follow a decision of Romer, J.—Harrison, Ainslie, & 
Co. v. Corporation of Barrow-in-Furness (1891, 63 L. T. 834). 
That the word “‘ person” was not intended to include a corpora- 
tion, merely because most corporations would not be able to use 
the premises for the purpose to which user was restricted by the 
lease, does not seem to bea very convincing statement. But 
the case before Romer, J., was not actually decided on the 
ground that “person of responsibility and respectability ” (the 
phrase in that case) did not include a corporation. Romer, J., 
certainly said: “ Looking at the phrase as a whole, and consider- 
ing the terms of the lease, I do not hold that the corporation [i.v., 
the mayor, aldermen, and burgesses of Barrow-in-Furness] can be 
said to come within the fair meaning of these words ” ; but the real 
ground of the decision was that the corporation was not a desir- 
able tenant, and consent had not been withheld unreasonably. 
The judgment concludes : “I rest my judgment upon what I have 
stated, that the lessor’s consent was not unreasonably withheld.” 
In the present case no exception was taken to the personality of 
the proposed assigns. Seeing that the lessor had already consented 
to one assignment to a corporation—the defendants were also a 
limited company—the argument that “‘ person” in the lease did 
not include a corporation mainly because it was qualified by 
“respectable,” was hardly one that the plaintiff should have been 
permitted to use successfully. 








Codification or Consolidation? 

WE REFERRED in a recent issue to the Perjury Bill (av/e, p. 
398), and remarked that it appears to be in the main a measure 
of consolidation of statute law. The very large number of 
statutes “consolidated ”—i.¢., repealed and reproduced in a 
different form-——-seems to have led to the opinion that the Bill is 
merely a consolidating Bill, and nothing more. It has been 
referred to by speakers in Parliament on several occasions recently 
as a “ consolidating ” Bill. The daily papers cannot quite make up 
their minds whether to call it a “vodifying” or “ consolidating ” 
measure——both expressions are used in different columns of the 
same issue of the Zimes, for instance. However, in the 7imes of 
April 10th, under the heading of “ Political Notes,” we read : 
“The Bill, it will be remembered, is one of those useful consolida- 
tion measures which of late years it is recognized to he a 
Parliamentary duty to undertake.” This rather places the Bill 
on the same footing as enactments like the Companies (Consoli- 
dation) Act, 1908, which is a consolidation measure pure and 
simple, and does not profess to make the slightest alteration in 
case law. The title of the new Companies Act indicates this, being 
“ An Act to consolidate the” Companies Acts. But the Perjury 
Bill is, in fact, a codifying measure, and is correctly so called. 
The title is largely responsible for some confusion as to its status. 
Codifying measures are usually expressly stated to be so in their 
titles; thus, for instance, the Marine Insurance Act, 1906, is entitled 
“ An Act to codify the law relating to Marine Insurance.” The 
title of the Perjury Bill, however, is “‘ An Act to consolidate and 
simplify the law relating to Perjury and kindred offences.” That 
the Bill is intended to embody more law than is actually contained 
in statutes can readily be seen by a glance at a print of it. 
Opposite each section are (in accordance with the usual custom) 
printed in the margin references to the enactments intended to be 
reproduced. These references (also in accordance with the 
usual custom) will'disappear when the Bill becomes an Act—and 
it is a great pity that this particular custom is not honoured in the 
breach only. Meanwhile the temporary marginal references are 
an important help in connecting the text of the Bill with the law 
it is to supersede. The absence of such references indicates, of 
course, that no statutory enactment is being reproduced. An 
example occurs in clause 13—‘ A person shall not be 
liable to be convicted solely upon the evidence of one witness of 
any offence declared by this Act or by any other Act to be per- 
jury, or to be punishable as perjury.” ‘This is case law pure and 
simple, and a number of cases on the point may be found at pp. 
409, 1061, of Archb. Cr. Pl. (23rd ed.). But an even better 
illustration occurs in clause 7 (2), dealing with subornation of 
perjury, for opposite this sub-clause in the margin of the Bill are 
printed the words ‘common law.” The definition of perjury in 
clause 1, too, is not contained in any statute. One has to go 
back to Coke (3 Inst. 164) for the foundation of what constitutes 
the crime of perjury, and Coke's definition has been expanded 
and refined in many decided cases. In 3 Inst. 164 it stands : 
“Perjury is a crime committed when 4 lawful oath is ministered 
by any that hath authority te any person, in any judicial proceed. 
ing, who sweareth absolutely and falsely in a matter material to 
the issue or cause in question, by their own act or by the suborn 
ation of others.” The new statutory definition we quoted «nf, 
p. 398. The new Bill, being thus in reality a codifying measure, 
would seem to be better described as such, and not as a con- 
solidating Bill. 


| The Civil Judicial Statistics. 


THE TOTAL figures given in the Civil Judicial Statistics 
fer 1908, recently published under the editorship of Sir JoHN 
MACDONELL, are, as usual, dominated by the results of county 
court litigation. Thus, of the 1,502,392 proceedings commenced 
in 1908, the county courts were responsible for 1,382,238, and 
this figure represented an increase of some 50,000 on the county 
court figure for the previous year. The figure for the Chancery 
Division—6,786-—was almost the same as in 1907—6,781 ; but 
in the King’s Bench Division there was a substantial increase 
—72,846 proceedings begun in 1908 as against 70,203 in 1907, 
and there was an increase also in each branch of the Probate, 
Divorce and Admiralty Division. Save as regards probate actions, 
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there was an increase also in the number of matters heard; an 
increase least marked in the Chancery Division and most marked 
in divorce business. The Mayor’s Court and the Borough Courts 
of Record shewed a decrease in matters heard, and the Mayor’s 
Court a decrease in matters begun ; but in the Borough Courts 
of Record there was a considerable increase in matters begun. 
This seems to testify to a reviving interest in local courts, 
though the expediency of preserving any civil courts outside the 
High Court and the county courts is, on the ground of sim- 
plicity in the administration of justice, questionable. Sir JOHN 
MACDONELL points out that in 1908 there was an increase in 
crime, both indictable and non-indictable, and he repeats a sugges- 
tion which he has made before, that there is a tendency for 
crime and litigation to move simultaneously and in a similar 
manner. But if they do, the causes which lead to this result 
are not evident. And although the figures may shew some 
increase in the amount of litigation, yet this is much less than 
might be expected from the increase in population and wealth. 
Judged by population, there has been a marked decrease in 
both Chancery and common law business in the last thirty 
years. In the period from 1873 to 1877 the Chancery matters 
begun gave one for every 4,269 of the population ; in 1908 it was 
one for every 5,549; in common law matters the figures fell 
in the same interval from one for every 315 of the popula- 
tion to one for every 496. The county court business, judged in 
the same way, has remained at the same level—one matter to 
every 26 inhabitants. 


Circuit and Matrimonial Statistics. 

IN VIEW of recent discussions of the circuit system it is note- 
worthy that there was an increase in the number of actions set 
down for trial on circuit in 1908 as compared with 1907, the 
number being 909 in 1908 and 773 in 1907 ; but this is very far 
from recovering the earlier figures. From 1888 to 1892 the 
annual average was 1,202. Sir JOHN MACDONELL has made 
an analysis of the civil and criminal business at circuit towns 
during the last ten years, and he gives a list of the towns at which, 
during 1899 to 1908, there were tried not more than fifty civil 
causes, or an average of five cases a year. These towns number 
thirty-two, of which six areonthe Oxford, five eachon the Mid- 
land, North Wales and South Wales, four each on the South-Eastern 


and Western, and three on the Northern circuit. The figures | 


confirm the impression, believed to be very prevalent, that the | 
amount of circuit business at a large number of towns 1s not 
such as to justify the expenditure of time and money involved in | 
dealing with it. The figures for the Divorce Division also are 
important in view of current questions as to the extension of 
facilities for divorce. The figures for recent years shew a very 
marked preference for divorce over judicial separation. In the 
early days of the Divorce Court petitions for judicial separation 
were 22 percent. of all the matrimonial causes; since then the 
diminution in the percentage has been continuous, and in 1908 
it had fallen to 7 per cent. Originally, moreover, husbands’ 
petitions for divorce were 64 per cent. of the whole number of 
such petitions, and wives’ only 36 per cent. The predominance 
of husbands’ petitions bas been maintained, though not to the 
same extent. In 1908 the husbands’ petitions were 56 per cent. 
and the wives’ 44 per cent. But while judicial separation in the 
High Court is of rare occurrence—there were only 28 orders in 
1908—separation orders granted by magistrates stood in 
that year at the large total of 7,265. This has only twice been 
exceeded—namely, 7,330 in 1901 and 7,477 in 1902. A table 
is given shewing the orders granted in each county, and the 
proportion per 100,000 of population. The proportions are 
highest in the densely populated counties, Lancashire, Durham, 
and Nottingham being at the head with 42, 38, and 36 
orders respectively to every 100,000 inhabitants. Sir Jonn 
MACDONELL’s arrangement of the statistics and his comments on 
them are both luminous and valuable. 


Liability for Refusing to Give Address of Tenant 
Who Has Removed. 

LONDON is rapidly becoming a city of flats and tenement 

houses, and Londoners may be interested in questions relating 





to the occupation of flats which are occasionally debated in the 
French courts. A physician, on giving up possession of a floor in the 
Rue du Faubourg Montmartre at Paris, sent his new address in a 
registered letter directed to the proprietor of the building begging 
him to make it known to the concierges employed by him. The 
proprietor refused to accept this letter, which was returned to the 
sender, and the concierges, on every occasion when inquiry was 
made by visitors or letter-carriers for the doctor, replied that he 
had gone away without leaving his address. Finding that bis 
; practice had suffered in consequence of these statements, the 
' doctor brought an action in the Seventh Chamber of the Tribunal 
| of the Seine against the proprietor and the concierges. The 
court held that the proprietor was liable, but dismissed the 
the action so far as the concierges were concerned. The 
defendants appealed to the Court of Appeal, who gave a wholly 
different judgment from that in the court below. The Court of 
Appeal held that the proprietor had been guilty of no breach of 
duty in refusing to accept the letter, but that the concierges, who 
were shewn to have been acquainted with the new address of the 
plaintiff, must be taken to have acted from some ill motive in 
refusing to supply it tothose who made inquiry. Judgment was 
therefore given against the concierges, with damages and costs, 
and a declaration was made that the proprietor, as their principal, 
was civilly liable for their wrongful acts. We have certainly never 
heard of an action in the English courts against the addressee of 
a letter for refusing to accept it, but it is not unreasonable to 
hold that the lessor of a flat is responsible for misfeasance of the 
| porter appointed by bim in refusing to give the address of any- 
| one who has removed from the premises. 














Subsidence by Mining. 

|THE House of Lords (Times, 18th inst.) have affirmed the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Butterley Co. (Limited) v. 
New Hucknall Colliery Co. (Limited) (1909, 1 Ch. 37), and have 
held that the lessees of the lower of two seams of coal are 
entitled, upon paying compensation, to work it so as to let down 
an upper seam, notwithstanding that no right to do so is 
expressly given by their lease. Hitherto, the well-recognized 








rule has been that to give a lessee under a mining lease the 
right to let down the surface, power to that effect must 
be clearly reserved; and the same principle would appear 
to apply to an upper seam. Whether it is an upper seam 
of coal or the surface which is threatened by subsidence, the 
right of support is the same; and NEVILLE, J., when the 
case was before him so decided. But the Court of Appeal 
gave weight to the consideration that the parties were aware 
that the, working of the lower seam would be followed by subsi- 
dence of the upper seam, and, since the lower seam was intended 
to be worked, it followed that a power to let down the upper 
seam was necessarily to be implied ; and the same view has 
been taken in the House of Lords. 

The primé facie right of the owner of the surface or of an upper 
seam of coal to support from the underlying seam is, of course, 
admitted (see Davis v. Treharne,6 App. Cas. 460), and this right 
exists in whatever way the separation of title between the upper 
and lower strata has been effected. In the case where the owner 
of the land has granted the surface, reserving to himself the 
minerals and the right to work them, it is specially difficult for 
him, as mineral owner, to establish a right to let down the 
surface, since he is derogating from his own grant. But in other 
cases also——where the minerals have been granted without the 
surface, or where the severance has been effected by an inclosure 
award, or where the origin of the severance is unknown—the 
upper owner has the same priméd facie right to support, “In all 
cases,” said Lord MACNAGHTEN in Butterknowle Colliery Co. 
v. Bishop Auckland Industrial Co-operative Society (1906, A. C. 305), 
“where there has been a severance in title, and the upper and 
lower strata are in different hands, the surface owner is entitled 
of common right to support for his property in its natural position 
and in its natural condition without interference or disturbance 
by or in consequence of mining operations, unless such interfer- 
ence or disturbance is authorized by the instrument of severance 
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either in express terms or by necessary implication.” It had 
been held by the House of Lords before the Butterknowle Colliery 
case that the mere fact of the mineral lessee having the 
right to sink pits and work the coal did not entitle 
him to let down the surface, nor did the presence of a compensa- 
tion clause give him this right. This was an additional protection 
to the surface owner, but it did not entitle the mineral owner to 
infringe the surface owner’s rights. “A covenant,” said Lord 
DAVEY, in New Sharlestox Collieries Co. y. Earl of Westmorland 
(82 L. T. 725; 1904, 2 Ch., p. 443, nate), “ to pay compensation 
for doing a thing which you are prohibited from doing is in no 
way contrary to or inconsistent with the continuance of the obli- 
gation not to doit.” In the Butterknowle Colliery case minerals 
pad, upon an allotment of waste lands of a manor under an 
Inclosure Act, been reserved to the lords, with power to work 
“as fully and freely” as they could have done in case the Act 
had not been made, and “that without making or paying any 
satisfaction for so doing.” Damage due to the exercise of the 
lords’ powers was to be paid by an assessment on the occupiers 
of the other allotments. But it was held, notwithstanding the 
full reservation of the lords’ rights and the compensation clauce, 
that the Act gave the lords no right to work the minerals so as 
to let down the surface. 

So far it does not appear to have been suggested that the fact 
that subsidence of the surface or of an overlying seam would be the 
natural result of working the demised seam was a ground for 
giving by necessary implication a power to the lessee to cause the 
subsidence, and NEVILLE, J., in accordance with the authorities, 
decided, when the Butterley Co.’s case (supra) came before him, 
that no such power had been conferred. There the Duke of 
PORTLAND was the lessor to the plaintiffs, the Butterley Co., of 
the seam of coal under a large area of land lying nearest to the 
surface, and he was also the lessor to the defendants, the New 
Hucknall Colliery Co., of the seam lying next below the plaintiffs’ 
seam. The lease to the Butterley Co. was granted in 1887, and 
it reserved power for the lessor and his tenants to work the 
underlying mines, and the lessor was to indemnify the lessees 
“ against any physical damage ” that might be caused by the work- 
ing of the underlying mines. The lease \to the New Hucknall 
Co. was granted in 1893, and it gave them usual powers for get- 
ting and carrying away the coal in the underlying seam. The latter 
company worked their seam in a reasonable and proper manner, 
and the inevitable result of the working was to let down the 
plaintiffs’ seam and render it more difficult to work. NEVILLE, J., 
pointed out that he was bound to accept the summing up of the 
decisions (quoted above) by Ldrd MACNAGHTEN in the Butter- 
Inowle case (supra), and he'found no necessary implication of a 
right in the lessees of the lower seam to let down the upper 
seam. He saw “no sound distinction between the case of a surface 
owner and the case of any other owner of the overlying stratum or 
strata of ground.” There seems, indeed, to have been nothing in 
the case to differentiate it from previous cases in which the right 
to cause subsidence has been denied, notwithstanding the 
presence of a compensation clause, and it is submitted that 
NEVILLE, J., could hardly have come to any other conclusion. 
At the same time, he decided against the power to cause subsi- 
dence in deference to the authorities, and he admitted the force 
of the argument that since, as a matter of practical business, 
the extraction of the lower coal necessarily led to the subsidence 
of the upper strata, the natural construction of the words of 
reservation in the lease of the upper coal would give the power 
to work the lower coal so as as to cause subsidence. 

Both the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords have given 
to the practical necessities of the case an influence which 
NEVILLE, J., in view of the authorities, did not feel himself at 
liberty to give. A justification for this new departure was 
found by Mouton, L.J., in the circumstance that the facts as 
to the working of the coal were now for the first time properly 
before the court. The case, he said, “differs from preceding 
cases in that for the first time the court is by proper evidence 
made cognizant of a fact which has been known for many years 
to those conversant with coal-mining—namely, that, except in the 
case of shallow seams, the working of the coal in a seam is 





inevitably followed by a corresponding sinking of the whole of the } 


superjacent strata, and consequently of the surface.” Doubtless 
the evidence in the present case was sufficient to prove the 
inevitable nature of the subsidence, but it is hardly conceivable 
that so well known a matter should not have been present to the 
minds of judges who in former cases have decided against this 
infringement of the primd facie right to support. Movuvron, L.J., 
continued: ‘It follows, therefore, that if the instruments make 
it clear that it was the intention of the parties that subjacent 
seams should be worked, it is a necessary implication that they 
intended that there should be subsidence of the superjacent 
strata.” But this seems to go too far for consistency with the earlier 
authorities. Upon a reservation of a right to work minerals it 
is always the intention that they shall be worked, but this has 
not hitherto been regarded as raising a necessary inference that 
they may be worked so as to cause subsidence of the surface or 
upper strata. 

However, the above passages from the judgment of MouLTON, 
L.J., were quoted with approval by Lord HAtspury, and the 
reasoning embodied in them has been adopted by the House of 
Lords. It may well be that earlier decisions overlooked the 
practical necessities of mining, and refused facilities for working 
which from a business point of view should have been allowed. 
But the leading consideration was to affirm the common law right 
of support. ‘To take this away some clearer indication than the 
practical requirements of mining was required. If the owner of 
the lower minerals desired to have power to work them so as to 
cause subsidence, he could reserve the power in express terms, 
and it has become a commonplace of drafting that this must be 
done. In future the same care in drafting mineral leases will not 
be essential. The right of support can be taken away by necessary 
implication, and the implication is necessarily made when the 
instrument conveying tke upper seam contemplates that the 
lower seam shall be worked, and when, in fact, it cannot be 
worked without causing subsidence. Obviously the same con- 
siderations apply to subsidence of the surface, and the present 
decision effects a complete revolation in the law as to subsidence 
caused by mining. 





Bills and Notes of Corporations. 


Ir is believed that some uncertainty prevails at the present 
momert in the commercial world as to the form in which 
directors and officers of companies under the Companies Acts and 
other corporations should sign bills of exchange, promissory notes, 
and cheques of the corporation so as to avoid incurring personal 
liability. From time to time the question of the personal liability 
of directors on negotiable instruments intended to bind the com- 
pany only has cropped up, but in nearly all the reported cases 
the negotiable instrument has been a promissory note. The most 
common form of what are ordinarily known as negotiable instru 
ments is the cheque (though this, in fact, is often made “nen- 
negotiable”), and the same principles with respect to the liability 
of the persons signing them apply ‘to cheques and bills of 
exchange as to promissory notes. ‘The latest case of authority 
on the subject appears to be (‘hapman v. Smethurst, in the Court 
of Appeal (1909, 1 K. B. 73, 927), and this had to do with a pro- 
missory note. No similar case appears to be reported since 
1871, when Dutton v. Marsh (L. R. 6 Q. B. 361) was decided—also 
relating to a promissory note. ‘This case was decided before the 
Judicature Acts came into operation. 

There are two statutory enactments to be considered—section 
26 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and section 77 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. Section 26 of the Bills 
of: Exchange Act is as follows: ‘‘(1) Where a person signs a bill 
as drawer, indorser or acceptor,iand adds words to his signature 
indicating that he signs for or on behalf of a principal, or in 
a representative character, he is not personally liable thereon ; 
but the mere addition to his signature of words describing him 
as an agent, or as filling a representative character, does not 
exempt him from personal liability. .” Section 77 of the 
Companies Act (corresponding with section 47 of the Companies 
Act, 1862) is as follows: “A bill of exchange or promissory note 
shall be deemed to have been made, accepted, or indorsed on 
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behalf of a company if made, accepted, or indorsed in the na 
of, or by or on behalf or on account of, the company by any 
person acting under its authority.” 

Among the reported cases two may be taken as _ typical, in 
one of which the corporation (a company under the old Joint- 
Stock Companies Acts) was held liable, and not the directors; 
and in the other (a limited company under the Act of 1862), 
the directors were held liable, the negotiable instrument in each 
case being 2 promissory note. The first case--where the directors 
were held not to be personally liable—is Agys v. Nicholson (1856, 
1H. & N. 165). There the promissory note ran ‘“*. . . we, 
two of the directors of the Ark Life Assurance Society, by and 
on behalf of the said ; 
The plea to the declaration (the case being prior to the Judicature 
Acts) contained an allegation that the defendants signed the 
promissory note “on behalf of the said company, and not with 


society, de hereby promise to pay,” &e. 


me | 


| 


equitable grounds, the facts of the case, much as was done in 4 ¢9 
v. Vicholson, and alleged that the promissory notes were “ signed 
and made for and on behalf of the said company,” and were 
“intended by the plaintiffs, and by the defendants, to be the 
promissory notes of, and to bind only, the said company,” and were 
in their actual form “through a mistake of the defendants and 
of the plaintifis.’ To this plea the plaintiffs demurred. The 
court gave judgment for the defendants on this demurrer, and 
held that the plea demurred to was a good defence to the action 
upon equitable grounds, since the promis3ory notes were intended 
by both defendants and plaintiffs to bind the company only, and 


| were made as they stood—i.e., the words “for and on behalf of 


the company” were omitted—by a mutual mistake. After a 


|reference to the relevant section (section 26) of the Bills of 


Exchange Act, the judgment proceeds: “ At law, no doubt, these 


| defendants are liable on the notes, but if there has been a mutual 


the view or intention of binding themselves, or either of them, | 


personally to pay the said note.” ‘This plea was demurred to, 
and the case is reported on the argument of the demurrer in 
the Court of Exchequer. Judgment was given for the defend- 


ants, on the ground that the words used ‘ purport to bind the | 


company and not the parties signing.” It will be noticed that 
the words used were “on behalf of,” the very words that occar 
in section 26 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. 


The other case—in which the directors were held personally | 


liable—is Dutton y. Marsh (supra), The promissory note ran: 
“, . . We, the directors of the company, do promise to pay,” 
&c. In a corner of the document the company’s seal was affixed. 
The case went to trial in the usual way, the defendants simply 
pleading that they did not make the note, and a verdict was 
entered for the plaintiff. A rule was obtained to enter a 


verdict for the defendants, on the ground that they were not | 


personally liable, and this rule the Court of Queen’s Bench 
discharged. CockpurRn, C.J., in delivering the judgment of the 
court, intimated that the only difficulty was caused by the 
corporate seal being affixed, but that this was not equivalent to 
a declaration that the document was signed on behalf of the 
company only: “if it had simply stood that the 
defendants, described as directors but without saying ‘on behalf 
of the company,’ signed the promissory note, it is clear they 
would have been p2rsonally liable.” The case was, therefore, 
decided on this footing, and the defendants, the directors, were 
held liable. It will be noticed that this decision also isin absolute 
accordance with the rule expressly enacted in section 26 of the 
sills of Exchange Act, 1882, and is in fact distinctly grounded 
upon that very rule. Both Agys v. Nicholson and Dutton v. Marsh, 
then, were decided with reference to the ordinary law of 
negotiable instruments, and not specially with reference to 
cympany law. 

Now, the only substantial difference between 4qqs v. Nicholson 
and Dutton y. Marsh is that in the former case the words “on 
behalf of” the company were used in the promissory note, and 
in the latter case they were not. In both cases the payee did, 
as a matter of fact, deal with the company, and with the direc 
tors merely as representing the company. Odaly, however, in 
Ayys v, Nicholson was advantage taken of this on the pleadings, 
and it seems possible that bad all the facts been pleaded in 
Dutton vy. Marsh—as they were in Ayys v. Nicholson—the result 
of the case in the (Jueen’s Bench might have been different. On 
this point there is an Australian case which is very instructive 
—Hloskins v. Thomson (1893, 14 N.S. W. R. 323). This case, 
like Agys v. Nicholson and Dutton vy. Marsh, was decided under 
the Common Law Procedure Acts (following the English Acts of 
1852 and 1854), still in force in New South Wales. Moreover, 
section 26 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, was taken over 
by the New South Wales Act of 1887 fotidem verbis. 
eumstances and facts in Hoskins v. Thomson resemble those in 
Dutton v. Marsh, whilst the pleadings rather resemble the plead- 
ings in Aggs v. Nicholson. 


favour of the plaintiffs, and were signed by the two defendants 
(who were, in fact, directors of a compwny) and the secretary of 
the company, the name of the company being written above 
th se signatures, and the seal of the company being affixed 
The defendants set out in one plea, as a defence upon 


beneath. 


Promissory notes had been made in | 








mistake, and that is admitted upon these pleadings, the Court of 
Equity will intervene to prevent one party taking advantage of 
that mistake.” 

Dutton vy. Marsh was decided (as already observed) by a court 
of common law before the Judicature Acts—that is, under the 
same system of pleading as the Australian case. No equitable 
or other special plea having been put in, the decision in favour 
of the plaintiffs, saddling the directors with personal liability, is 
hardly to be wondered at. The recent case of Chapmun v. 
Nimethurst (supra) is really an illustration of the effect of pleadings 
such as were put in in Aggs v. Nicholson and Hoskins vy. Thom- 
som, disguised under the modern procedure introduced by the 
Judicature Acts. 

In Chapman vy. Smethurst the promissory note was signed by 
the defendant, the name of the company appearing above the 
defendant's name, and the words ‘‘ Managing director ” following 
his name, the company’s name and “ managing director” being 
impressed by a rubber stamp. The promissory note also 
ran: “©... I promise to pay,” &c. CHANNELL, J., laid some 
stress on this last circumstance, and held the defencant 
personally liable. This decision, however, was reversed by 
the Court of Appsal, and judgment was entered for the 
defendant. The decision constitutes an important landmark in 
the law relating to the signature of a corporation’s negotiable 
instruments by its officers. Next to nothing is said about 
section 26, or any other section, of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882. On the other hand, section 47 of the Companies 
Act, 1862 (now replaced by section 77 of the Act of 1908), was 
considered, though this had not been done in the previous cases 
already referred to. The only question, in fact, dealt with in the 
judgments delivered was whether the company was bound by 
virtue of the provisions of the Companies Act, and the question 
whether the requirements of the Bills of Exchange Act had been 
complied with was passed over altogether. VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
L.J., said: “It is true that in the present case the promissory 
note does not profess to be signed ‘for’ or ‘on acaount of’ 
the company, but we have that which is equally strong to shew 
that the company intended to be bound by the note, that is the 
stamped signature of the company at the foot of the note and 
placed over the written signature of the defendant”; “it seems 
impossible to say that the defendant is personally liable merely 
because he placed the signature ‘J. H. SmETHURST, Managing 
Director,’ under the words which indicated that the note was 
made on bebalf of the company.” These two passages contain 
the gist of the decision in the case, and the effect of the decision 
seems to be that, where the personal liability of officers of a 
corporation is in question, the intention as gathered from the 
form of the document is the only thing to be considered, 


| irrespective of the precise words of section 26 of the Bills of 
The cir- | Exchange Act. 


On closer consideration, this vatio decidendi appears to be in 
exact accord with the spirit of the Judicature Acts, and the 
result is reached at one bound, instead of first having to admit 
that at law the defendant would be liable—in virtue of the words 
of the Bills of Exchange Act section—and then falling back on 
equity to correct the harsh conclusion of law. This was the 
process actually adopted in Tloskins Vv. Thomson (supra), and was also 
virtually adopted in Aqggs v Ni¢holson (supra). ‘The court in 
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Chapman v. Smethurst were able, under the modern procedure, 
to go straight to the question of the intention of the parties, 
notwithstanding that there were no formal pleadings. 

All the cases mentioned above were concerned with promissory 
notes. Chapman v. Smethurst, however, covers the case of cheques 
as well, having regard to the manner in which many corpora- 
tions’ cheques are signed. The usual method of signing the 
cheques of any ordinary limited trading company is for the 
name of the company to be stamped or printed at the foot of the 
cheque, and for the directors, secretary, etc, to write their own 
names alongside of or underneath the name of the company. It 
is not common to see any such words as “for” or “on behalf of ” 
inserted. This method was precisely that which was adopted in 
the case of the promissory note in (hapman v. Smethurst. The 
decision, therefore, is of considerable practical importance on the 
question of cheques also, as indicating that the ordinary practice 
adopted in signing cheques of a company is the safe and proper 
one so far as the directors of the company are concerned. A 
cheque is merely a particular kind of bill of exchange (section 
73 of the Bills of Exchange Act). The drawer of a cheque, 
therefore, by section 55, engages that it shall be paid and the 
holder compensated for non-payment ; by section 56, a person 
signing a cheque otherwise than as a drawer may incur the 
liabilities of an indorser. These risks can only be effectually 
guarded against in the case of directors by such a method of 
signature as shall place the question of intention not to be 
personally liable beyond a doubt. 


—_— 











The Late Mr. Harold Brown. 


Tue death of Mr. Harotp Browy, of the firm of Linklater & Co, 
to which we briefly referred in our last issue, has followed 
with tragic rapidity upon that of Mr. Joserpm Appison, with 
whom he was so long associated as partner, close friend, and 
connection by marriage; but was not, like that of Mr. ApDpISon, 
entirely unexpected, as he had for a long time been a sufferer from 
incurable illness, though his great courage enabled him until a few 
months ago to still take some active part in business affairs. 

Mr. Harotp Brown was the eldest son of Mr. JosepuH Brown, 
K.C., who is remembered by older members of the profession as one 
of the most learned lawyers of his time. He received his education 
at Highgate School, and, like his partner, Mr. AppIson, he went 
straight from school into the office of the firm with which he has 
been so prominently identified for many years. He was articled 
to Mr. Harvie LINKLATER in November, 1861, and became a 
member of the firm in 1870 upon the death of Mr. Jonn LINKLATER, 
and he remained in it until the time of his death. 

Like Mr. Apptson, Mr. HAroLp Brown devoted his great energies 
and abilities almost exclusively to his professional work, and he 
sought no extraneous appointments or occupations, the only exceptions 
to this being the valuable services rendered by him in giving 
evidence before the special Committee of the House of Lords 
appointed to consider the proposed amendment of the Companies 
Acts, and his becoming a director of the Law Life Assurance Society 
in the year 1900, a position which he resigned only a few months 
ago owing to his ill-health. At a meeting of the shareholders, held 
a few weeks since, a graceful tribute was paid to the value of his 
services to the society as a director. 

Mr. Haro_p Brown was widely known and respected in the City 
of London, and in its legal life he was a commanding figure for 
many years. Except in the domains of company law, he was not, 
and never professed to be, in the same sense as Mr. ADDISON, a 
rofound lawyer, but he was a man of peculiar charm, combining, as 
1e did, a very sympathetic and affectionate disposition with a genial 
and bright manner and an unremitting devotion to the interests of 
others, whether friends or clients. His great strength lay in the } 
possession of a powerful intellect, a remarkable facility for mastering 
and retaining the most complicated facts and figures and a robust 
common sense which he brought to bear upon the heavy matters of 
business with which he was constantly dealing. He had few rivals 
in the capacity for evolving order out of chaos and in devising 
schemes for straightening out financial tangles. These special 
qualities, ripened by experience, naturally led to his becoming an 
authority in company law, and his services were eagerly sought after, 
both in constructive work and in attacking all forms of dishonest 
company promoting. : 

He expressed his opinions with a vigour and dir ctness that might 
at times have startled an opponent or even a client, but for the 


sting from the words spoken, and conquered the slightest inclination 
to resent his frankness of speech. It was soon realized also by all 
who came in contact with him in business life that, notwithstanding 
a strong personality and a confidence begotten of his great experi- 
ence and knowledge and of a naturally self-reliant disposition, he 
was singularly fair-minded and open to conviction, and was always 
ready to stretch half-way towards a reasonable compromise between 
conflicting views. In his earlier years, despite the heavy work in 
which he was constantly engaged, Mr. Brown found time to write 
on several subjects, and those friends who were privileged to read 
his writings could not fail to be struck by the beauty of his thoughts, 
his command of language, the lucidity of his reasoning, and his broad 
grasp of the subjects with which he dealt. It is no doubt true to 
say that no man is indispensable, but it is none the less true also 
that the profession is the poorer for losing such men as JosEPH 
Apptson and Haroip Brown, who, joined together so closely in life, 
have in death been divided by so short a space of time. 

Mr Haroip Brown leaves surviving him a widow, a son who 
was his partner, another son who is at the Chancery Bar, and three 
daughters. 





Reviews. 


Mercantile Law. 


Pirman’s MercantTiLE Law: A Practica ExpostrioN For THE 
Business MAN, THE STUDENT, AND ADVANCED CLAssEs IN Com- 
MERCIAL Scuoots. By J. A. Suiater, BA, LL.B. (Lond.), 
Barrister-at-Law. SEconp Epirion. Sir Isaac Pitman (Limited), 
Recent measures of codification have rendered it easier to state 

with precision certain branches of mercantile law, and the author of 
a students’ manual has much of the work ready done to his hand in 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 
At the same time the exposition of the law required for a student’s 
purposes is not the same as the statement of the law in a code, and 
in the present volume the principles of the law are well and clearly 
explained in respect of the subject-inatter of the above statutes, 
and also of other subjects commercially important. As the title 
indicates, the book is rather for popular than professional use, but 
within its limits it is a useful statement of mercantile law. 





Company Law. 


Tue Jomnr Stock CoMPANTES PrRacticaAL GuipE, WITH THE TExT 
OF THE CoMPANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908 By Henry 
Hurre.yt and CLrarenpon G. Hype, Barristers-at-Law. Wut 
NOTES ON THE LAW RELATING TO ENGLISH COMPANIES IN FRANCE, 
By Maurice Tuery, Avocat de la Court d’Appel de Paris, Barrister- 
at-Law. Nuintru Epition. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

The law of companies occupies a large place in professional 
practice, and the Companies Act of 1908 has made it necessary for 
the practitioner to re-arrapge his knowledge as to statute law, 
although the actual changes in that law have been slight. The 
present edition of Messrs. Hurrell and Hyde’s book furnishes the 
necessary material for this purpose, and in addition to giving the 
text of the statute, it contains a clear and concise statement of the 
law as defined by the statute and the cases. Thus the subject of 
borrowing powers and of debentures is dealt with in detail, and 
there isa useful statement of the effect of certificates of shares and 
of certification in binding the company, as illustrated by such cases 
as Whitechurch v. Cavanagh (1902, A. C.117) and Ruben v. Great 
Fingal Consolidated (1906, A. C. 439). A collection of forms most 
usually required in company management is included, and the 
volume as a whole forms a useful guide to company law. 


4 


The German Civil Code. 


THe Crvin Cope oF THE GERMAN Empire. Translated by WALTER 
Loewy. Boston: The Boston Book Co.; London: Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The ‘translator of this work is an American lawyer of San 
Francisco, helding qualifications from the Universities of California 
and Pennsylvania, and the University of Heidelberg. The work is 
translated and published under the auspices of the Pennsylvania 
Bar Association and the Law School of the University of 
Pennsylvania, and a special committee of these two learned bodies 
is responsible for the annotations. 

The result of these combined labours is not altogether satisfactory 
to the English lawyer. Though the volume is printed in clear type 
and is well bound, it has the grave defect of being printed on paper 
on which it is difficult or impossible to make written notes in ink, 








bright and expressive face and good-natured smile that took away all 
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Any required notes or marks must be made in pencil. There are, 
moreover, a good many misprints. Among others, the word “ part” 
is substituted wrongly for “division” six timesin the First Book. 
There are also indications of haste or carelessness in the translation 
itself. One such indication is a want of uniformity in translating 
identical words and passages. For instance, the enacting clause 
prefixed to the Code itself and to the Introductory Act is, in the 


original, the same, word for word. Yet there are a considerable | 


number of verbal differences in the two English versions (pp. 1, 569). 
The translation of the word Wohnsitz affords another illustration 
of want of uniformity, and indeed also illustrates another defect in 
the general method. Inarticles 7-11 of the Code the word Wohnsitz 
is consistently rendered “residence.” In article 1944 of the Code, 
and in articles 24 and 25 of the Introductory Act, the word appears 
as “domicil.” There is no apparent reason for this change ; as a 
matter of convenience “ domicil” is preferable to “residence,” being 
usually regarded as the nearest English equivalent of Wohnsitz 
when that word is used in a technical legal sense. 

Occasionally, too, mistakes in the meaning of German words 
are made. In article 1376, “fungible” should be “consum 
able ”—verbrauchbare. In article 2289 “ previous last will” should be 
“previous disposition by last will ”— Letztwillige Verfiigung. And 
sometimes the translation can hardly be called English at all. Article 
2237 “As witness shall not act at the execution of the testa- 
ment: (1) A minor,” &c. There are many instances of this bald 
rendering of German expressions. 

The worst defect of the book, however, is the constant use of 
unsuitable words where suitable equivalents could readily be found. 
The word “fungible” is once used (as already pointed out) wrongly. 
But usually, notwithstanding that it is the regular and accepted 
equivalent of vertrethar, the translator goes out of his way to employ 
“ replacable” (art. 91), which in article 700 he spells “ replaceable.” 
In article 100 Nutzunqgen is rendered “ usufructs”—it is true the 
German word is also given, but “ profits” is the ordinary equivalent 
and does very well. Moreover, the word “usufruct” is wanted for 
rendering Viesshriurh (art. 1030). In several places (art. 186 et se q-) 
the word “ /77st” is translated “ limitation,” which makes the English 
version almost unintelligible. It should be “period of time.” All 
this detracts a good deal from the value of the translation as a guide 
to the original, and should be remedied in the next edition. 

The book has, however, one very great merit, which goes far to 
redeem the defects pointed out above. There are embodied in the 
“‘notes copious references to” Mr. E. J. Schuster’s Principles of 
German Civil Law, “which work explains clearly all the points 
which would have been obscure to a reader of the mere text of the 
Code.” These references to Mr. Schuster s book, in fac t, constitute 
a commentary on, and explanation of, the Code as it stands, and 
they certainly are one of the most valuable features of the present 
volume. Included in the footnotes are also a large number of 
references to other modern codes, European, American, and including 
tested 
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Books of the Week. 


comprising Statutes, Orders, 
Local Government Board. Edited 
M.A., K.C., and KENNETH M. 
Statutes, Orders, 


Shaw & Sons. 


Local Government 1998-1909 : 
Forms, ( ‘ases, and De isions of the 
by ALEXANDER MacMorray, 
Macmorran, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
l‘orms, Cases, Decisions. Butterworth & Co. : 

The Laws of England : being a Complete Statement of the Whole 
Law of England. By the Right Honourable the Earl of Hatspury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86, 1886-92, and 1895- 
1905, and other Lawyers. Volume XI.: Descent and Distribution, 
Discovery, Distress, Easements and Profits 4 Prendre, Ecclesiastical 
Law. Butterworth & Co. 

A Manifesto on International, Financial and Commercial Gambling 
in “ Options and Futures” (Marchés 4 Terme) in conjunction with 
Free Trade and Protection: A Challenge to the World. By 
CHARLES WILLIAM Situ. P.S. King & Son. Is. net. 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FrepEricK PoLuock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. April, 1910. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

The Quarterly Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Scottish and ‘Irish, with 
numerous Cross-References and a Complete Table of Cases. By 
Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited), 

Criminal Appeal Cases : 
Criminal Appeal, March 18th, 19th, 22nd, 1910. 
CouHEN, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. LV., Part VIL. 


Reports of Cases in the Court of 
Edited by HERMAN 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Kelly’s Bar Examination Papers, containing the Questions, with 
Full Outline Answers, Set at the General 


3ar Examination of the 
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Council of Legal Education, Excepting the Papers on Hindy, 
Mchammedan, and Roman-Dutch Law, Hilary Term, 1910, By 
; W. W. Lucas, Barrister-at-Law. The Kelly Law-Book (16 
| (Limited). ; 


Case and Comment: a Monthly Journal for Lawyers. April, 
lhe Lawyers’ Co-operative Publishing Co., Rochester, New York. 


Current Case Law : Butterworth’s Quarterly Digest of Reported 
Cases from January Ist to April Ist, 1910, being the First Quar- 
terly Supplement of Butterworth’s Twelve Years’ Digest, and con 
taining the Cases Decided in the Supreme and Other Courts. Edited 
by Harry Cover, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 








Correspondence. 
The Libraries of Country Law Societies. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,— Your leader on the Libraries of Country Law Societies is very 
interesting, but I venture tothink that you should insist not only 
on the text-books being the most recent editions, but that the 
text-books should be kept up to date. 

I donot suppose you will be aware that it was not until I pressed 
the Law Society very hard that they instructed the librarian to note 
the addenda and corrigenda in the text-books in the library, and the 
society still refuse to do what every careful solicitor does—viz., note 
up his text books, The reports have, however, been recently noted. 

The use of a law library is very great under any circumstances, 
but the system of carefully noting a law library renders it of doubk 
value. E. T. HARGRAVEs. 

52, Coleman-street, E.C., April 13. 
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Points to be Noted. 
Practice. 


Evidence—Revising Barrister.—Section 65 of the Parliamentary 
Registration Act, 1843, provides that no appeal shall be allowed 
against any decision of any revising barrister upon the admissibility 
of any evidence adduced in any case to establish any matter of fact 
only. This does not mean that a revising barrister is not bound by 
the legal rules of evidence. If he has decided on an objection to the 
admissibility of evidence by reference to the legal rules of evidence, 
his decision is final; but if he has decided the question without 
reference to those rules his decision may be reviewed.—STorey . 
Town CiLerK oF BrermonpsEy (C.A., Dee. 15) (54 SoLicrrors 
JOURNAL, 197; 1910, 1 K. B. 203). 


Evidence—Arbitration.—By section 11 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889, an umpire may be removed by the court for misconduct. | It is 
sufficient: misconduct if he takes upon himself to call a witness 
without the consent of the parties ; for a judge cannot do so, and 
an arbitrator is bound by the ordinary rules of evidence no less than 
a judge.—Re Enocn AND ZARETZKY, Bock & Co.’s ARBITRATION 
(C.A., Dec. 15 ; 1910, 1 K. B. 327). 


Costs—County Court.—By the County Courts Act, 1888, section 
113, the judge may make any order as to costs. By section 118 all 
costs “shall be taxed by the registrar.” The judge may, probably, 
award a party a fixed sum for costs after taxation, provided the 
taxation has yielded that sum ; but he must not make such an orde1 
before taxation.—GoLbIN« v, SmitH (K.B. Div, Ct., Dec. 16) (1919, 
1 K. B. 462). 


Sale by Life Tenant—Costs of his Solicitors.—On a sale by 
a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts, his trustees, 1! 
directed by him to pay his solicitors’ costs of the sale out of the 
capital money, are not bound (although they are entitled) to hav 
these costs taxed.—Re Sir Ropert PEEL’s SerrTLep Estates 
(Warrington, J., Jan. 14) (54 Soicitors’ JouRNAL, 214 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 


389). 


Costs—Briefs and Fees—Separate Proceedings.—Parties to an 
action are entitled, as against each other, to deliver a separate brief 
on each separate proceeding. But if on a motion for an interim in 
junction the court directs the motion to stand over for hearing with 
witnesses, and to be treated as the trial of the action, there is no 
separate proceeding and no party is entitled to deliver a fresh brief 
for the hearing with witnesses.—Cookson v. Catron (Warrington, 





J., Feb. 19) (54 Sonicrrors’ JouRNAL, 307 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 410). 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


BELLERBY *,,. HEYWORTH AND ANOTHER. 


DeNTIST—UNREGISTERED PrERSON—DESCRIPTION—SPECIALLY §)UALIFIED 
ro Practise DentistRy—Dentists Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 33), 


15th April. 


s 


Held, dismissing the appeal, that it was not an offence for an un- 
registered person to affix to his premises a notice after his name con- 
taining the words, *‘ Finest artificial teeth. Painless extraction. Advice 
free,” as the Dentists Act, 1878, did not prohibit an unregistered person 
from announcing that he did dental work, provided that he did not 
thereby describe himself as a dentist or use any description of himself 
implying that he was specially qualified to practise as a dentist 

Decision of Court of Appeal (53 Sorrcrrors’ JouRNAL, 576; 1909, 
2 Ch. 23) affirmed. 


This was an appeal brought to obtain the decision of the House on 
what was the meaning of the words ‘‘ specially qualified to practise 
dentistry ’’ in section 35 of the Dentists Act, 1878, which section dis- 
entitles any person ‘‘ to take or use the name or title of ‘ dentist’ (either 
alone or in combination with any other word or words), or of ‘ dental 
practitioner,’ or any name, title, addition, or description implying that 
he is registered under this Act, or that he is a person specially qualified 
to practise dentistry, unless he is registered under this Act.’ The 
circumstances which led to these proceedings were, shortly, that in 
May, 1909, the Divisional Court affirmed a conviction before Mr. 
Plowden, a police magistrate, of an unregistered dentist who advertised 
painless extraction, on the ground that such an advertisement was an 
offence under section 3 of the Act of 1878. That case was Barnes v. 
Brown (53 Soricrtors’ Journat, 14; 1909, 1 K. B. 38; 78 L. J. K. B. 
39). From that decision there could be no appeal, and the Society of 
Unregistered Practitioners decided to bring this action so framed that 
it could, if necessary, be taken to the House of Lords. Suffice it to 
say that it was in form a partnership action, and the parties were all 
unregistered dentists. By clause 10 of the partnership deed it was 
provided : ‘‘ If at any time during the continuance of this business any 
of them (the partners) shall take or use in any way whatever any 
name, title, addition, or description, or otherwise do anything which 
shall be an offence and in contravention of the Dentists Act, 1878, or 
Medical Act, 1886, or any statute regulating the profession or practice 
of dentists in the United Kingdom, then and in any such case the other 
or others of the said partners may, by notice in writing given to the 
partner or partners so acting in contravention as aforesaid, determine 
the partnership as regards such last-mentioned partner or partners, 
whereupon the said partne rship shall cease and determine accordingly.” 
The respondents advertised ‘‘ Finest artificial teeth. Painless extrac- 
tion. Advice free.’’ The appellant objected to the notice, and required 
the respondents to withdraw it, and upon the respondents’ refusal, the 
appellant, pursuant to clause 10 of the indenture of partnership, served 
upon the respondents a notice in writing, dated the 12th of February, 
1909, determining the said partnership. The Court of Appeal, reversing 
the decision in Barnes v. Brown, held that the description forbidden by 
the section was a description of the person as distinguished from a 
description of the acts done by the person, and that the section did 
not prohibit an unregistered person from announcing that he did dental 
work, provided that he did not say that he did so as a dentist, or used 
any description of himself implying that he was specially qualified to prac 
tise as a dentist. Having got Barnes v. Brown overruled, the matter was 
allowed to rest there, but the British Dental Association were dissatis- 
fied, and commenced the case of Winter v. Snow (which is reported 
below), with the object of obtaining a decision in their lordships’ 
House which would overrule the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Bellerby’s case. Thereupon the appeal in Bellerby’s case was set down 
for hearing, and the two appeals were ordered to be placed on the 
paper together. At the close of the appellant’s case in Bellerby’s 
appeal, without hearing counsel for the respondents, 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, said 
that, in his opinion, the decision of the Court of Appeal was right. 
Discussing the preamble of the Dentists Act (which, though not part 
of the statute itself, indicated its purpose and intention) and sections 3, 
4, 7, and 11, he held that the words “‘ specially qualified ’’ did not simply 
imply that the person using them was a competent and skilled person. 
The Act did not prohibit any man from practising dentistry, or from 
the employment of self-laudatory language; but it did prohibit the 
use of language which implied the possession of the qualifications which 
would entitle to registration. He was aware that he was differing 
from the decision of the eminent judges who decided Barnes v. Brown; 
but there were other decisions the other way, and also in Ireland, where 
the Lord Chief Justice delivered an exhaustive judgment which he 
preferred to adopt. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Lords JAMES and ATKINSON concurred. 

Lord SHaw said that the Act implied the existence of some qualifica- 
tion external to the man himself. 

Lord Mersey observed that he had felt some doubt of the propriety 
of his hearing the appeal, as he was a party to the case of Barnes v. 
Brown. But after hearing the arguments and the judgments which had 
been delivered he was convinced that he had been wrong in that case.— 
Counset, W. 7. Hamilton, K.C., and Boome, for the appellants; Sir 








R. B. Finlay, K.C., A. Grant, K.C., and EF. Grimwood Mears, for the 
_respondents. Soricrrors, Dizon d&: Hunt, for E. Spencer, Manchester ; 
Percy Robinson & Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at Law.) 


MINTER +. SNOW. 15th April. 


The appellant was the plaintiff in the action which, for reasons 
explained in the preceding report of Bellerby v. Heyworth and Another, 
was not argued either before Parker, J., or in the Court of Appeal, 
the plaintiff asking that judgment should be entered against him as in 
view of the decision of the Court of Appeal in /ellerby’s case the 
question he desired to raise was res judicata. The facts were substan 
tially the same in this case as in that, with this important addition, 
that the right to describe his premises as a ‘* dental institute ’’ was 
also challenged. The plaintiff's claim was for a declaration that the 
use by the defendant of the following s descriptions and titles, namely, 

‘English and American Dentistry,’’ ‘‘ Painless Extractions,’’ ‘‘ Consul- 
tations and Advice Free,’’ ‘‘ Minton & Snow,”’ ‘ Dental Institete,” 
followed by the address, was a contravention of the provisions of 
section 3 of the Dentists’ Act, 1878. Without hearing the respondent, 

Tue Hovuse (Lord Loresurn, C., Lord James or Hererorp, Lord 
Arkinson, Lord SHaw or DunrerMLine, and Lord Mersey) dismissed 
the appeal with costs.—Counser, Stuart Smith, K.C., and R. W. 
Turner, for the appellants; Mark Romer, K.C., and W. J. Fischer- 
Wiliams, for the respondent. Sonicitors, Bowman d& Curtis Hayward ; 
Watts, Stallard, d: Newton. 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WEDDERBURN v. EARL OF LAUDERDALE. ith, 6th, and 7th April, 


Heritaete Orrice—HEReEDITARY STANDARD BEARER OF SCOTLAND 
NATURE OF OFFICE 

Held, that the right to the office or dignity of Royal Standard Bearer 
of Scotland was established by the appellant since that office or title 
was granted jure sanguinis, and thercfore, as there had been no failure 
of heirs who could have exercised the right, the alleged vesting of the 
office by an apprisement in the predecessor of the respondent in 1670 was 
inoperative, because the office was neither feudal nor made alienable nor 
put in commercio by any Act of Parliament. 

This was an appeal by Mr. Henry Scrymgeour Wedderburn from 
decisions of the Lord Ordinary .* the First Division of the Court 
of Session (reported in 1908, Sess. Cas. 1237; 7 Fraser, 1045) in favour 
of the pursuer, Frederick Henry Maitiand, thirteenth Earl of Laude: 
dale. Both parties claimed the title to the heritable office of Royal 
Standard Bearer of Scotland, and, owing to the Court of Claims having 
decided, in 1902, that Mr. Wedderburn’s claim had priority to that 
put: forward by Lord Lauderdale, and in accordance with their decision 
Mr. Wedderburn having been the bearer of the banner at the coronation 
of King Edward, and also subsequently filled the same office at the 
ceremonies in Scotland, the present respondent brought this action 
to vindicate his alleged right to the title and dignity of that office. 
The pursuer based his claim on four grounds—(1) a gift of ultimus 
hares to Charles Maitland, his ancestor, with a decree of declarator 
dated 1671; (2) a gift of recognition; (3) acquisition by apprising or 
adjudication; (4) novodamus with grant of all rights (if any) in the 
crown. The defender rested his title, which was said to have been 
conferred on a Scremgeour in 1298 or earlier, on an Act of diggs iment 
of 1600, while confirmed to the Scremgeours the heritable right to 
bear the Banner, in tail male. After argument, 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the appeal should be allowed. In 
his opinion, Mr. Wedderburn had established that he was the hei 
male of the Scrymgeour family, and entitled under the Act of 1600 to 
the dignity of the office he claimed. Further, that the office of Standard 
Bearer of Scotland was annexed to the blood of the Scrymgeour family, 
and descended jure sanguinis. It therefore was not an office in com 
mercio, and could not be v alidly adjudicated in bankruptcy, or sold. 
Consequently, the adjudication or apprisement of the office, when it 
was alleged by the pursuer to have been acquired in 1671 by one Chas. 
Maitland (whose direct heir he was) was not operative as regarded the 
office, which could not be granted away from the Scrymgeour family 
so long as there was no failure of heirs who could inherit. 

The Earl of Hatspury and Lords ArkKinson, CoLiins, GORELL, and 
SHAW OF DUNFERMLINE gave judgments to the like effect. Appeal 
allowed, with cdo€ts.—CounseEL, Wedderdurn, K.C., and J. Horne 
Stevenson, for the appellant; Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and J. R. N. 
Vacphail, for the respondent. Souicirors, 4. d& W. Be veridge, for 
D. M. Gibb & Sons, Edinburgh; John Kennedy, for Tod, Murray, d 
Jamieson, Edinburgh. 

(Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


McLEAN (Pauper) ». MOSS BAY HEMATITE AND STEEL CO. (LIM.) 
5th April. 


\VIASTER AND SERVANT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION—DEPENDANT—ILLI 
GITIMATE CuiLp—HvusBAnp or MotHeR—Famity FuNp—WoORKMEN’ 
CompENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 13. 


M. ‘had married a woman with an illegitimate son 
the putative father. The three lived together, the son paying his wages to 
his mother, who put them into the common fund out of which the whole 
family was maintained. The son was killed by accident, and M. and 
his wife claimed compensation as ‘‘ dependants.”’ 

Held, without hearing argument, that as dependency was a question of 


, of whom he was not 
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fact in each case, and the respondents, by failing to appear on the 
appeal, admitted that on the facts in this cuse the mother was dependent 
in part on her son's earnings, she was entitled to compensation. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (1909, 2 K. #. 521) reversed. 

Hodgson v. West Stanley Colliery Co. (noted ante, p. 403) followed. 


Motion for judgment. The appellant, Annie McLean, a married 
woman, appealed, in formd pauperis, from a decision of the Court of 
Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Kennedy, L.J., Buckley, L.J. 
dissentiente), whereby an award in her favour in an arbitration under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, was set aside, and judgment 
directed to be entered for the defendant company. The question was 
whether the appellant could claim compensation in respect of the death 
of her illegitimate son, Isaac John Moore, who was one year and five 
months old when she married Robert McLean, and who, after the 
mariage, was brought up and educated by the appellant and he 
husband as their child, along with their other children, and was at the 
time of his death in his sixteenth yeal At the date of the accident the 
lad was earning 13s. a week, all of which he gave his mother. In return 
she gave him board, clothing, and pocket-money. His earnings, with 
those of her husband, Robert M« Lean, who was not the putative father 
of the lad, formed the common purse. After the appeal had been set 
down for hearing the respondents gave notice that in face of the 
decision of this House in Hodgson v. West Stanle 7] Colliery ('o, 
(veported in Court of Appeal 53 Soricrrors’ JournaAx, 752; 73 L. J.K. B. 
1066), they did not intend to oppose the appeal. The appellant 
thereupon presented a petition asking that judgment should be entered 
for her with such costs as were allowed where the appellant had obtained 
leave to prosecute an appeal to this House in forma pauperis, and with 
the costs in the Court of Appeal. Counsel moved, ex parte, for judg 
ment on the terms of the petitions. 

Lord Lorresurn, C.—Be it so. 

The other noble and learned lords concurred.—Appeal allowed; 
judgment of county court judge in favour of the appellant restored. 
CounseL, Sylvain Mayer. Sortcrrors, Helder, Pobert Walton, & 
Giles, for L. Atter, Whitehaven. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Barriater-at-Law.] 


DEAN AND ANOTHER -. BROWN. l4th April. 
Practice—County Court—Discretion or County Court JupGE To 

Grant New Trrat—Fresu Evipence—County Courts Act, 1888 

(51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 93. 

The power to qrant new trials conferred upon the y idqes of county 
courts by section 93 of the County Court {c?t, 1888, ix not an absolute 
power to be exercised upon any ground which the judge may think fit, 
but can only be exercised for such reasons in law as a iperior court 
would deem sufficient for a new trial. 

Decision of the majority of the Court of 
C.J., and Farwell, L.J Fletcher Moulton, L.J., 
SOLIcIroRS’ JOURNAL, 615; 1909, 2 K. B. 573) affirmed 


\ppeal Lord Alverstone, 
dissentiente) (53 


Appeal by the defendant from a decision of the Court of Appeal. 
The action was brought in the Manchester County Court by a child, 
suing by her father, claiming £50 damages for an alleged assault by 
the defendant, a certified teacher in the Church-road Municipal School. 
The judge (his Honour Judge Parry) entered judgment for the plaintiff, 
with £12 damages and costs, on the 12th of October, 1908. On the 
13th of November, 1908, application was made to the judge on 
behalf of the defendant for a new trial, on the ground that, subsequently 
to the hearing of the action on the 12th of October, 1908, fresh evidence 
of a very important character had come to the knowledge of the 
defendant, which it was alleged would have a very material bearing on 
the decision. The county court judge granted the application on the 
terms that the defendant brought the damages into court, and gave 
security for the costs of the trial. The plaintiff appealed to the 
Divisional Court against the order for a new trial, and the appeal 
was allowed. The defendant's appeal to the Court of Appeal being 
dismissed, the present appeal was brought by him to their lordships’ 
House. In support of the appeal, it was contended that the decision 
of the county court judge was right in ordering a new trial of an 
action previously tried before him sitting alone without a jury. It 
was a question of fact and discretion, and from his decision there was 
no appeal : County Courts Act, 1888, s. 93. Murtagh v. Barry (24 
Q. B. D. 632) was wrongly decided, and ought not to be followed, fon 


it read into the Act, for the words ‘*. . . if he shall think just 
. . . the words ‘‘. . . in such cases upon such grounds as the 
High Court of Justice would grant a new trial in cases tried in that 
court . ” The Act of 1888 never intended such an implication, 


and therefore the decision of the Court of Appeal in Young v., Kershaw 
(81 L. T. N. S. 531) did not apply to county court judges. Again, if 
rightly decided Murtagh v. Barry should be distinguished, as that was 
a case where a county court judge ordered a new trial of an action 
tried before himself with a jury. In any case, the rule for the High 
Court laid down in Young v. Kershaw was too strict. It is not necessary 
that the new evidence should be conclusive. No evidence can be said 
to be conclusive until given and uncontradicted or unshaken at the 
trial. The rule should be that it is sufficient if there is a reasonable 
probability that the verdict or decision would be different. Here there 
was every reason to believe such would be the case, and the county 
court judge thought so. This was either a question of fact for him 
alone, or a matter within his full and absolute discretion, and no 
appeal lay from his decision, A county court judge could be trusted 











to exercise his discretion with caution, since in ordering a new trial he 
ordered the case to be retried before himself, and consequently he wij] 
only grant a new trial in cases where he honestly believes that a mis. 
carriage of justice occurred at the original hearing. Without calling upon 
counsel for respondents, 

Lord LoreBurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed. 
said that the argument to which they had listened confirmed in hie 
mind the extreme value of the old doctrine, ‘‘ /nterest reipublicce ut sit 
finis litium.’’ Remembering, as they should, that people who had means 
or had means at their command were easily able to exhaust the 
resources of a poor antagonist, he, with the greatest respect to th 
authority of Fletcher Moulton, L.J., was of opinion that the orde; 
of the Divisional Court, confirmed by a majority of the Court of 
Appeal, was perfectly right. When a litigant had obtained a verdict 
in a court of justice, whether it was a county court or a superior cout. 
he was by law entitled not to be deprived of that judgment without 
very solid grounds. Whereas in this case the ground was the alleged 
discovery of new evidence, that must at least be such as was permissib| 
to be believed, and if believed would be conclusive. He did not refe) 
to other considerations which must enter when the question was being 
considered whether a new trial should be granted or not. Now, ther 
was no such evidence here. The evidence only went to damages, t] 
assault being in reality admitted, and the evidence would be conclusiv: 
even as to damages. Yet Judge Parry had placed his decision granting 
a new trial upon these grounds. His Honour said the case was om 
of the gravest doubt, but still he was inclined to make an order fi 
a new trial. He did not suggest that the former decision was wrong 
but that when a man in a public position like the appellant desired a 
new trial he should have it. He (Lord Loreburn) agreed with Farwell. 
L.J., when he said : ‘‘I am therefore of opinion that the county court 
judge is bound to act on the same principles as other courts in grantin, 
new trials. Those principles have been laid down by this court. in 
Young v. Kershaw (supra), in accordance with earlier authorities, and 
are binding on us. In the present case the county court judge ha 
disregarded those principles, and has granted a new trial on affidavits 
which shew at the outside that there will be oath against oath on a nm 
trial (and that is clearly not enough), which shew nothing in the natuy 
of a surprise, fraud, or conspiracy, and which also state nothing to 
shew that the information alleged could not with reasonable diligence 
have been obtained at the first trial. The real ground that influenced 
the county court judge appears to have been that he came to his forme 
conclusion of fact with hesitation, and that the matter is serious for th 
defendant in consequence of his position. Neither of these grounds 
is, in my opinion, sufficient.’’ Therefore their lordships had jurisdi 
tion, and he (the Lord Chancellor) had no doubt at all that they ought 
to exercise it in order to secure for this plaintiff the fruit of the lawful 
judgment which he had obtained through the county court. But it 
was said they had not jurisdiction upon the ground that under the 
County Court Act the county court judge was entitled to grant a new 
trial if he thought it just. Those words did not give the county court 
judge an arbitrary discretion. If he thought fit and just meant just 
according to the law. The rules to which he referred were the law 
which the county court judge, like other judges, was bound to obey 
Accordingly, he was of opinion that the appeal should be dismissed 
with costs. 

Lords ATKINSON and MeERsry concurred. 

Lord SHaw delivered an opinion arriving at the same co 
took exception, however, to the expression of the rule as to what the 
fresh evidence must be ‘to warrant a new trial to be ordered. In his 
opinion, it was too strict a rule to lay down that the fresh evidence 
must be conclusive, for he could conceive that there might be cases in 
which evidence far short of being conclusive might properly be admitted 
in order that justice might be done. This was, however, not such 
case. Appeal dismissed, with costs.—CounsreL, H. Lynn and RB. J. N 
Neville, for the appellant; #. 2. Wild and Claughton Scott, for the 
respondent. Soricirors, Baker d Nairne, for Cobhett, Wheeler. d 
Cobbett, Manchester; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for Wm. Walk 
Manchester. 





[Reported by ERSKINE REID, Barrister-at-Law 


Court of Appeal. 


CLISSOLD v. CRATCHLEY. No. 1. 13th and 14th April. 


SHERIFF—EXECUTION CREDITOR—WRONGFUL SEIZURE—INDORSEMENT ON 
Warir or Fr. ra.—Dest Pain Berore Writ was I[ssuED—ABSENCE OF 
Matice—AcTION OF TRESPASS. 


A writ of fi. fa. was taken out in London by a solicitor on behalf of 
a judgment creditor for the amount of a judgment debt, which had, 
unknown to him or his client, been paid at an earlier hour on the same 
day in the country by the judgment debtor to a person who had auth 
rity to receive payment on behalf of the solicitor. In execution of the 
writ the sheriff seized amd remained in possession of the debtor's good 
for twenty-four hours. There was no proof that the judgment creditor 
or the solicitor acted maliciously in taking out the fi. fa., nor wa 
there any irregularity in the writ itself. 

Held, reversing the decision of the Divisional Court (1910, 1 K. B 
574; 79 L. J. K. B. 274), that an action would lie upon the case 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of the Divisional Couit 
reversing a judgment of the Stroud county court judge. The plaintiff 
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brought the action against Mrs. Crate hley, the wife of George Cratchley, 
and her solicitor, Henry Powell Richards, of Stroud and London, to 
recover damages for improperly levying execution, and alternatively for 
trespass. The facts were, shortly, that Mrs. Cratchley having been 


successful in certain proceedings against the plaintiff in London, Mr. | 


Richards, acting as her solicitor, took out a writ of fi. fa. with a 
direction to the sheriff to levy the amount of the judgment debt upon 
the plaintiff’s goods, which were at his residence at Whiteshill, Giouces- 
tershire. The debt had in fact been paid at Mr. Richards’ Stroud 
office on the same day, and shortly before the writ of fi. fa. was issued. 
Neither Mr. Richards nor his client knew of the payment of the debt, 
and the sheriff took possession, but when the fact became known the 
execution was withdrawn. The county court judge found that there 
was no proof that either of the defendants acted maliciously, that in 
the special circumstances payment was rightly made at the Stroud office, 
and that Greening, Mr. Richards’ clerk at Stroud, had at least implied 
authority to receive the amount of the debt, and could and did give 
a valid receipt for it. He accordingly entered judgment for the 
plaintiff, with £15 damages. The Divisional Court (Darling and 
Phillimore, JJ.) reversed that decision, holding that the defendants 
were not liable in trespass, and that in the absence of malice no action 
would lie on the case. The plaintiff appealed. In support of the 
appeal counsel contended that the defendants were liable in trespass, 
and that it was not necessary to prove malice. If a person sued out 
a writ of execution at a time when no debt existed the writ was 
irregular and void ab initio, and if execution were levied under it the 
person who sued out the writ became a trespasser. In the present case 
there was no colourable right to issue the writ because the debt had 
been paid. For the respondent it was submitted that if there was 
no proper judgment or record to support or warrant a writ of execution 
the writ would be irregular and void, and an action for trespass would 
lie, and in such an action it would be unnecessary to prove malice. 
Here, however, while it was true that the debt had been paid, there 
was in fact a judgment or order of court upon which the writ of fi. fa. 
was founded. The writ therefore was perfectly regular, and the action 
for trespass was not maintainable. The only possible course of action 
was upon the case, and that was only maintainable on proof of malice. 
Here the judge found the defendants had acted without malice. 

VauGHAN WILLIAMS, L..J., said the appeal must be allowed. Directly 
the plaintiff paid the debt there was no order of court existing against 
him. Therefore execution proceedings were void ab initio, and the 
persons who issued the writ and levied execution under it were mani- 
festly liable in an action for trespass. 

Movutton and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred. 
costs. —CounskL, Sturgess, for the plaintiff; W. 
White, for the defendants. Soricrrors, Walker & Rowe, for J. Lapage 
Norris, Stroud; H. Powell Richards. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MORRIS rv. CARNARVON COUNTY COUNCIL. No. 1. 


Appeal allowed, with 


llth April. 


EpucaTtion—Provinep Scuoor—DaNnGcerous PREeMIsES—SwWING Door 
IN InFANTS’ Scnoot—Insgury TO ScHoLAR—LiaBILity or Epvuca- 
TION AUTHORITY FOR NEGLIGENCE—DutTy oF EpucaTION AUTHORITY 
TO MAINTAIN AND Keep Erricient Scuoot—Epvucation Act, 1902 
(2 Ep. 7, c. 42), s. 7. 


A child of six was a scholar at a school under the control of the 
defendants as the local education authority. Two class rooms were 
divkied by a heavy swing door. She was told by the teacher to leave 
the room, and she proceeded to do so, and went to the swing door. 
She opened it herself, and as she was going through it swung back 
and injured one of her fingers, which had to be amputateid, At the 
trial of an action to recover damages in respect of the injury the jury 
found that the defendants were guilty of negligence in allowing the 
door, which was put up before the school passed under the defendants’ 
control, to remain as it wax, and, in answer to a further question, found 
that the door as originally constructed was not suitable for use by 
infants. On these findings judgment was entered for the plaintiff 
hy the county court judge, who held tthat the School Board had 
been guilty of misfeasance, the liability for which had been trans- 
ferred to the defendants hy the Act of 1902. The Court of Appeal 
thought that the defendants were liable at common law for, negligence 
in allowing a dangerous trap—the swing door-—to remain upon the 
premises which were used by infants at their invitation. They 
expressed doubts whether the word ‘‘ maintain’ in section 7 of the 
fet of 1902 included physical maintenance, and whether the case of 
Ching v. Surrey County Council (1902, 2 K. B. 762) could be supported 
on that ground. The county council appealed. 

Held, that the decision in Ching v. Surrey County Council (noted 
ante, p. 360) covered the 

Appeal by the defendant council against a judgment for £88 17s. 6d. 
entered for the plaintiff in the county court, which judgment was 
affirmed by the divisional court. The case below is reported 1910, 
1 K. B. 159, 26 Times L. R. 137. The plaintiff, Maggie Morris, a 
child of six years of age, was a scholar at a school under the control 
of the defendants as the local education authority. Two of the rooms 
in the school communicated by a heavy door which swung in both 
directions. The door was put up before the school was transferred to 
the defendants. The plaintiff was in one of these rooms and was told 
hy the teacher to leave it. The child pushed the swing door open herself, 
but before she got through it swung back and caught her fingers, one 
of which was so badly crushed that it had to be amputated. The 
plaintiff sued the defendants in the Bangor County Court, and the 


present case. 
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action was heard with a jury, and the jury found that the defendants 
were guilty of negligence in allowing the door to remain as it was, 
and in answer to a further question, found that the door as originally 
constructed was not suitable for use by infants. The divisional court 
were of opinion that the jury’s answers amounted to a finding that 
the door, with regard to a child like the plaintiff, was a trap; that 
as it was a trap in the first instance, it was negligence on the part 
of the defendants to allow it to remain in the same condition; and 
that the defendants were at any rate liable at common law for 
negligence in allowing a dangerous trap to remain upon premises which 
they had invited the plaintiff to use. The county council appealed. 
Without hearing counsel for respondent, 

Tue Court (VAUGHAN WiLLiAMs, Movutron, and Farwe tt, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, holding that the case came within Ching v. 
Surrey County Council (noted ante, p. 360), as in their opinion there 
was a statutory obligation on the defendants to remove this dangerous 
door and to substitute a safer means of access to the schoolroom. 
Counest, Simon, K.C., and Artemus Jones, for the appellants; 7. 1. 
Griffiths, for the respondent. Soricrrors, Huntley d& Son, for Kvan 


R. Dovies d& Davies, Carnarvon; Peacock d Goddard, for S. BR. Drew 
«& Co., Bangor. 
[Reported by Erskine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re FREEMAN. HOPE v. FREEMAN. No. 2. 8sth April. 
Witt — Copicit — ConstRucTION — APPOINTMENT OF EXECUTOR AND 
Trustre—Girt or Legacy To Executor as Sucu—Guirr or Resipur 
to Him—RevocatTion By CopIciL OF APPOINTMENT OF EXECUTOR AND 


or LeGacy—SvuBsTITuTED ExecuTOR—NAME OF SUBSTITUTED EXECUTOR 

To BE Reap ‘ THRouGHOUT’’ WILL IN PLAce OF NAME OF ORIGINAL 

ExecutoR—Errect ON Girt oF RESIDUE. 

A testator by his will appointed an executor, and gave him a legacy 
if he should prove the will, and also bequeathed him a third share of 
his residuary estate. By a codicil the testator revoked the appointment 
of the executor and the legacy, and appointed another executor in his 
place, and declared that the name of the substituted executor should 
be read ‘‘ throughout”’ the will instead of the of the original 
executor. 

Held, that the gilt of one-third of the residue was not revoked by 
the codicil. 

Decision of Joyce, . affirmed. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. The testator, F. 
Freeman, by his will dated the 29th of May, 1907, appointed Bowyer 
Nicholls and two other persons his executors and trustees,and bequeathed 
“‘to the said Bowyer Nicholls, if he shall prove my will, and in 
addition to any other benefit to which he may be entitled under this 
And after certain 
pecuniary legacies, including one to Mrs. Bowyer Nicholls, the testator 
gave one-third of the residue of his real and personal estate to Bowyer 
Nicholls. In a codicil dated the 29th of July, 1908, the testator 
recited the appointment of Bowyer Nicholls as executor of his will 
and the gift of the £1,000 legacy to him, and continued: “ Now I 
hereby revoke the appointment of the said Bowyer Nicholls as such 
executor, and also the legacy of £1,000 given to him as aforesaid, 
and I appoint Harry Freeman . . to be an executor of my said 
will in the place of the said Bowyer Nicholls, and I give the said 
Harry Freeman a legacy of £200, free of legacy duty, for his trouble 
in acting as such executor. And 1 hereby declare that my said will 
shall be construed and take effect as if the name of the said Harry 
Freeman were inserted in my said will throughout instead of the 
name of the said Bowyer Nicholls.’’ The testator died on the 3rd of 


nanie 


| April, 1909, and his will and ¢odicil were duly proved by the plaintiff 


and Harry Freeman, the surviving executors. An originating summons 
was taken out by the paintiff for the determination of the question 
whether the defendant Harry Freeman or the defendant Bowyer 
Nicholls was entitled to the share of the residue given by the testator’s 
will to the latter. Joyce, J., held that Bowyer Nicholls was entitled. 
The defendant Harry Freeman appealed. . 
Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and 
L.J., dubitante) dismissed the appeal. 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the question was whether the words 
at the end of the codicil amounted to a revocation of the beneficial 
interest which Bowyer Nicholls took under the will in one-third of the 
residue, or whether they were simply consequential on the intention to 
substitute Harry Freeman as executor in the place of Bowyer Nicholls. 
In his lordship’s opinion the latter was ‘he true view. When the 


Bucktey, L.J., Kennepy, 


| testator intended to revoke a benefit he did it in proper words, and 


to say that the last words which were applicable when construed with 
the revocation of the appointment of executor revoked the gift of 
residue was to take a step which his lordship was not prepared to 
take. If these words were read literally the legacy given to Mrs. 
Bowyer Nicholls would be given to Mrs. Harry Freeman. That would 
obviously be absurd, although it did not follow equally clearly that 
Harry Freeman would not get the £1,000 legacy given to Bowyer 
When the words were looked at it was plain that the 
testator was merely making the appropriate change in his will con- 
sequent on the appointment of Harry Freeman as executor in the 
place of Bowyer Nicholls. There was no reason for saying that the 
gift of residue was revoked by an equally clear gift in the codicil. 
The view taken by Joyce, J., was right, and the appeal must be 
dismissed.—CounseL, Hughes, K.C., and Byrne; Cave, K.C., and Lus 
SOLICITORS, Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, & Quince ¥, for 7're whitt, 
& Robson, Sunderland ; Corbould d Righy. 

(Reported by J. I. Strietina, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Solicitors’ Cases 


Re WILLIAM CAUDERY. LONDON JOINT STOCK BANE 
WIGHTMAN. Swinfen Eady, J. 15th April. 


Sotic1tor’s LirN—RECEIVER—DELIVERY UP OF DOCUMENTS. 


A solicitor will he ordered to produce and to deliver up to the 
rececver appointed in an administration action documents over which 
he has a lien for costs. It makes no difference that the document 
came into the solicitor’s possession before suit 

Re Hawkes (1898, 2 (h. 1) followed. 

This was an application on behalf of the plaintiff in an administra 
tion action for an order that Messrs. Stoneham & Co., the solicitors 
to one of the defendants in the action, might be ordered to produce 
and deliver up to the receiver appointed in the action all such deeds, 
books, papers and writings in their custody belonging to the estate 
of the rents and profits of the 


as might be necessary To. the receipt 
real estate and the realiz the personal estate, all deeds so 
delivered up to be retained by the receiver subject to Messrs. Stone 


tion of 


ham’s lien, if any. The solicitors had in their possession a number 
of such documents on which they clai to have a lien for costs. 
Many of these documents came into ir possession before suit. 





The solicitors were willing to produce the documents, but said that 
they ought not to be ordered to deliver them up. 

Swinren Eapy, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the 
summons was based on an attempted distinction between production 
of documents and their delivery up to the receiver; but, in his opinion, 
the whole case was covered by the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in te Hawkes. Previous to that case orders had been made for the 
delivery up of papers necessary for the administration of estates 
It was true that in those cases the solicitors were discharged by thei 
clients. Though the headnote says production,” it was delivery 
that was in fact ordered there. The further distinction was attempted 
to be drawn that this rule did not extend to papers coming into the 
possession of the solicitor before suit. The Court of Appeal drew no 
such distinction, and courts of equity had never allowed proceedings 
in an administration suit to be embarrassed by the lien of the 
solicitors. It appeared from the judgment of Rig by, L.J., that he 
considered the case of Bellaney v. F' french (Li. R. 8C sh. 918) as dec iding 
that, since he said (at p. 15): ‘‘It may be, as poten: by Cotton, 
L.J., in Re Capital Fire Insurance Association that in Bellaney v. 
french only papers in the case were being dealt with; but I do not 
think that the generality of the language used by James, L.J., ought 


to be limited, though the case would. . be no authority as to the | 


way in which a lien attached prior to suit is to be procured against 


a solicitor who had been discharged.’’ In Re Rapid Road Transit | 
Co. (1909, 1 Ch. 96) Neville, J., pointed out that it is settled practice | 
that if a party is entitled to production he is entitled to an order | 


in the form asked. It might be that a solicitor can bring pressure 
to bear by reason of his possession of the documents, but that pressure 
was not allowed to embarrass the proceedings in a suit for administra- 
tion. Nor was there any principle on wl h it could be said that, 
though the solicitor might be obliged to produce the documents, yet 
he could not be compelled to deliver them to the officer of the court. 
but the latter must attend at the solicitor’s office to see them. In 
his lordship’s opinion such a course would cause expense and incon 
venience not commensurate with any advantage to be gained. He 
held, therefore, that the applicant was entitled to the order asked 

CounsEL, for the summons Ohrists pher James ; for the defendant 


Wightman, J. H. Boome; for the solicitors, J'imins. SOLICITORS 
Clarke, Rawlins, d& Co.: Stoneham & ¢ 
Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law 
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Jankruptcy Cases. 
Re BRADLEY. Lr parte BOURNER. C.A. No. 2. 16th April. 
BANKRUPTCY—P ROOF—REJECTION—CESTUIS QUE TRUST ALLOWED TO 

PROVE IN Liev oF THEIR TRUSTEES—NEW First Mrerrinc—APPOINT 

MENT OF TRUSTEE—BaNnkRUupPtTCY Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), 

First SCHEDULE, RULES 1-9. 

The court will not direct a new first n eeling of creditors to be held 
at the instance of a creditor whose proof was rightly rejected at the 
first meeting of creditors but has since been gut in order and been 
ordered to be admitted. 

Order of Phillimore, J., in Re Bradley, Ex parte Walton (p. 377 
supra), varied. 

Appeal from such part of an order of Phillimore, J., as directed that 
a new first meeting of creditors be held. The bankrupt was a solicito1 
named Bradley, who had practised in partnership with a solicitor named 
Swann under the style of Swann & Bradley. Swann and Bradley in 
their individual capacities were trustees of the residuary estate of 
W. J. Cloughton, deceased, the trusts of the will being to pay the 
income to Cloughton’s widow until her death or remarriage, with 
remainder to Albert Budden, the son of the widow by a former husband. 
In 1909 Swann and Bradley got into difficulties; Swann absconded 
before he could be made bankrupt, and Bradley was made bankrupt, 
and afterwards absconded and committed suicide. The widow, who had 


remarried and become Mrs. — discovered that there was no | ae” 
capital of the trust estate left, and that Swann and Bradley had failed | 
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| to pay he “about £4, 000 of income. 
Walton bare against the ; 

The Official Receiver rejected the proof, 
appointed new ee 
life, and that the 
Her proof being rejected, 
and she had no voice in the 
trustee, whereas hed her proof been admitted she could have outvoted 
appealed to Phillimore, 


she was only tenant for 


first meeting of 


spot: ous ht. to be 

gave her leave to prove jointly with Budden, 
, dividends without the : 
a new first. mee ting of c wodtbors. to be he id. 


and joined the remainderman, 


The trustee — ag 
f creditors should 
, and Bu CKLEY and Kr NNEDY, 


new first meeting. 
the official receiver 
Walton, and the trus tee 
then entitled to vote. 


been duly summoned, 
then presented by Mrs. 
such creditors as were 
anything which might seem to comme the rights of a trust 
Walton desired to remove 
preponderating voting power, 
the trustee to summon a meeting of creditors under rule 5 of tl 


had been duly elected. 





Societies. 
The Law Society. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society 


resolutions will be moved by President on behalf 


40 of the existing 


» annual general meeting in each 
and their places shall be filled by election. As ‘between two o1 
j Council who have been in office for 
the members to go out of office shall in default 
between them be determined by the Council. iri 
for re-election provided that of the ten members of the 
go out of office under isi F tl 


ec in each yeé ar 


Youncil shall be considered 
shall break up o1 alison, 


meet ge vont meeting 
sh all be respectively elected in Gate place.’ 


»-law 54 and inserted and numbered accordingly : T 
annual general meeting 


elected at such meeting then till the election of thei: 


extraordinary) of 


‘That the Council be invited to consider 
taken to direct attention to the 
to the members from a 


“F raser will move 
whether ‘any and what steps should be 


» auditing of trust accounts and for the administration <« 


estates free from the officialism prescribed by the Public 


who succeed in obtaining a 
intermediate examination should be placed in order of merit, ¢ 


candidates should be published.”’ 
society’s scholarships, 
candidate of the year.’ ‘(3) That three papers should be set at ea 


inte rme diate examination upon Stephe n’s c ommentaries, ea h conta 


a higher standard of attainment ental 
‘ cuuidale to qualify him for fi 
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Mr. Charles Ford will move : “That this meeting views with satis- 
faction the action of the Government in taking steps to secure the 
immediate appointment of two additional King’s Bench Judges on the 


lines of the unanimous report of the Joint Committee of both Houses | 


of Parliament.’’ 

Mr. J. S. Rubinstein will move : ‘‘ That the trial of the system of 
compulsory registration of title as an experiment in the County of 
London for the last eleven years, at an annual cost of about £50,000, 
has proved the system to be insecure, complicated, and expensive, and 
this meeting recommends the Council to take into serious consideration 
whether the time has not arrived for petitioning the rrivy Council to 
exercise forthwith its power to rescind the order, dated the 20th of 
October, 1898, applying compulsion to the County of London.” 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the Bar :— 

LINCOLN’s-INN.—F. B. Dutton, Magdalen Coll., Oxford, B.A.; Kashi 
Prasad Jayaswal, Hon. Scholar of Jesus Coll., Oxford, B.A., and 
University Chinese Scholar; Dalip Singh, Pemb. Coll., Camb., B.A. ; 
Abdul Majid Khwaja, Christ’s Coll., Camb., B.A.; R. B. Powell; 
Shaikh Firozuddin; and Arthur Davies. 

InneR Tempte.—G. D. Johnston, B.A., Oxford, holder of a Student- 
ship awarded Trinity Term, 1909; J. N. Buchanan, B.A., LL.B. Camb. ; 
H. C. Watson; W. S. Kneeshaw, B.A. Oxford; E. C. Kneen, B.A. 
Camb. ; C. R. Cudmore, B.A. Oxford; F. C. Meyer, Oxford ; Nai Tom, 
B.A. Camb. ; C. G. Guest, B.A. Royal Univ. of Ireland ; C. J. B. Symon, 
B.A. Oxford; V. A. Lewis, B.A. Oxford; D. Illingworth, Oxford; 
E. W. Summers; J. 8. Bridges, B.Sc. London; and F. O. Arnold, 
B.A. Camb. 

Mippte Tempte.—T. H. Lyle, H.M. Consul for the Chiengmai 
District of Siam; S. G. Knox, C.I.E., major Indian Army ; J. G. Willis, 
L.R.C.P. and §.Ed., D.P.H.; Jal Ardeshir Dadabhai Naoroji, B.A. 
Camb; P. E. M. Richards; Tirjogi Narayan Chadha; K. Gatey, B.A. 
Oxford; A. Dudley Smith, B.A., LL.B.; Saiyid Bashiruddin Ahmad 
Khan, B.A. Camb.; D. S. MchL. Goldie; A. W. Neville, B.A. London, 
B.A., LL.B. Camb.; E. J. Ereaut; Moung Tin; F. M. R. Davies, 
M.A. Camb.; Myat Nyein, B.A. Calcutta; Mohamed Yakub; Ram 
Bahadur Pershad. 

Gray’s-Inn.—San Shwe. B.A., Emm. Coll., Camb., B.A., Calcutta 
University; W. D. Aston,LL.M., Fellow of Downing Coll., Camb., 
Whewell Scholar, 1906, Lee Prizeman, Gray’s-inn, 1904; C. B. S. 
Phelan, B.A., Trin. Coll., Dublin, a member of the Irish Bar; W. C. 
Croasdell, Clerk to the Leigh-on-Sea Urban District Council; A. E. 
Milne, scholar of the Government of Trinidad; M. Hyman, Worcester 
Coll., Oxford, Holt Scholar, Gray’s-inn, 1905; R. C. Cutter, B.A., Jesus 
Coll., Camb; C. H. Carpenter; Garadee Rudrappa, non-coll., Oxford ; 
Hasanbhai Abdul Husein, B.A., Bombay Univ.; and B. Guinsberg. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatine Socretry.—April 19.—Chairman, Mr. A. J. 
Vere Bass.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘(1) That the crime of 
murder should be graduated, and capital punishment should be 
abolished for those included in the second class; (2) That all murders 
by women should be placed in the second class.’’ Dr. Josiah Oldfield 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. Granville Tyser opened in the 
negative. The following members continued the debate: Messrs. 
Meeks, Harold Rubinstein, Enness, Birch, Lemon, Meyer, Morriss, 
Leechman, Gott, and Krauss. Part 1 of the motion was carried by 
two votes. Part 2 of the motion was lost by fifteen votes. 








Companies. 


Alliance Assurance Co. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 

The annual general court of this company was held on Wednesday 
at the head offices, Bartholomew-lane, Lord Roruscuitp (the chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. O. Morcan Owen 
convening the meeting, 

The CHatrMAN, after making a sympathetic reference to the loss 
the board had sustained in the death of Mr. Hugh Colin Smith, moved 
the adoption of the report. He said they would notice the absence 
of Mr. Robt. Lewis, the secretary, who was devoting his energies to 
the company, travelling round the world to see how he could improve 
business in the colonies. Those who had seen the report must be 
greatly gratified. The life account shewed that the new policies issued 
during the year exceeded by one and a half millions sterling the largest 
amount of new business the company had ever done. The claims during 
the year were heavier than in the previous year, but they were still 
considerably below the expectations. After a bonus year claims and 
surrenders were always heavy, but, notwithstanding, the life and 
annuity funds had increased by £300,000, and now exceeded £6,000,000. 
The total life and annuity funds, including the Imperial and Provident, 


(joint secretary) having read the notice 


including all expenses and all contributions to fire brigades, were 
nearly 41 per cent. The underwriting surplus was £297,000, and the 
| interest £87,000. These sums had been carried to the profit and loss 
account, leaving the Fire Insurance Fund at £2,100,000. The Marine 
| account was better than had been expected, and there was a small 
underwriting surplus of £18,000. He did not suppose that the most 
| optinnietic underwriter would assert that marine business was in a 
| flourishing condition, but he hoped it would improve, and he trusted 





that shareholders who had influence at Lloyd’s and with the companies 
would use that influence so that the present low rates, which, as a 
rule, brought no profit, but might involve loss, should be put an end 
to. The accident department was very satisfactory, and the board 
were waiting for a period of years to see if the figures were sufficient 
before making use of any profit or allowing interest on that account. 
The balance on the profit and loss account at the end of 1908 was 
£557,000, which was subject to a dividend amounting to £350,000. 
To this had been added the underwriting surplus and the fire and 
marine accounts. After the deduction of the dividend to the share- 
holders of £350,000 there remained a balance of £671,000, and there 
would be carried forward £321,000. The total funds were over 
£17,000,000. He had received several letters suggesting that a larger 
dividend should be paid—for one reason, that the shares did not stand 
in the market at so high a price as they ought. But all investments 
were lower than one would like them to be; but the directors had 
set themselves a task, which he hoped would be realized during the 
coming year, of placing the funds in the very strong position in which 
they were before the earthquakes of San Francisco and Valparaiso and 
Jamaica, so that the standing of the company should be as undoubted 
as it had been in the past. 

Col. F. A. Lucas seconded the motion, which was unanimously 
adopted. 

The retiring directors, Mr. T. H. Burroughes, Mr. F. W. Buxton, 
Mr. A. V. Dunlop Best, and Mr. C. Shirreff Hilton, were re-elected. 











Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Noet Garmston Hype, solicitor, of Worcester, a member of the 
firm of T. G. Hyde & Sons, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
| Oaths. 

Mr. R. A. Wruicut, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Lecturer 
on Commercial Law in the Law School of the Law Society. 

Mr. A. T. Bucknitt, barrister-at-law, has been appointed to the 
Common Law Tutorship, rendered vacant by the transfer of Mr. 
Wright to the Lectureship in Commercial Law. 

Mr. Wiit1AamM Henry Cuampness, solicitor, of 14, Serjeant’s-inn, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Cuartes Epwarp Cuurcuint. and Henry SHEFFIELD CLAPHAM, 
solicitors (Churchill & Clapham), Llandrindod Wells, Rhayader and 
Llanwrtyd Wells. March 1. 

Georck Henry Minner-Pvew and Atpsorovcn Rupert CAULFIELD 
Lioyp- WILLIAMS, solicitors (Milner-Pugh & Lloyd-Williams), Sevenoaks. 
April 7. Such business will be carried on in the future by the said 
George Henry Milner-Pugh. [Gazette, April 15. 

TempPLeR LeETHBRIDGE Down and Percy JoHN MILLeR, solicitors 


(Templer Down & Miller), 31, Lombard-street, London. Jan. 24 
° [Gazette, April 19. 





General. 


The death is announced of Sir Samuel Black, 
town clerk of Belfast. 

It is announced that Mr. Arthur Dewar, K.C., M.P., Solicitor 
General for Scotlandg has been appointed one of the Senators of the 
College of Justice in Scotland, in succession to the late Lord M’Laren; 
and that Mr. William Hunter, K.C., has been appointed to be 
Solicitor-General for Scotland in the place of Mr. Arthur Dewar, K.C. 


for over thirty years 


The Lord Chancellor presided on Wednesday, says the J'imes, at a 
meeting of the Joint Committee of Lords and Commons on the Licensing 
(Consolidation) Bill, a measure which, in the words of its memorandum, 
‘is intended to represent the existing law as tg justices’ licences.’’ 
Sir Arthur Thring, First Parliamentary Counsel to the Treasury, said 
the Bill made certain corrections of technicalities in the law. It would, 
however, be very difficult to draft any Bill representing the law exactly 
as it was, because they started from the Act of 1828 and the practice 
that had grown up from that Act, and they also had very modern 
Acts. Directly they put them together they must alter the language. 
It was most important to see that the Bill did represent the law, and 
the more difficult consolidation was, the more useful it was. Mr. F. G. 
Hindle, a member of the Committee, stated that the Society of Justices’ 





were twelve and a half millions. The fire account was most gratifying. 


The premium income amounted to over £1,317,000, and the claims, ) considered that the Bill was admirably drawn. 


Clerks had suggested certain amendments and alterations, but they 
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It is stated that the town clerkship of Hull, vacant by the resigna- 
tion of Mr. E. Laverack, has been offered to Mr. H. A. Learoyd, the 
present Deputy Town Clerk, at a salary of £1,000 a year, rising to 
£1,200. 

A statue in memory of the late Judge Gwilym Williams, which, 
says the Times, has been placed in front of the Law Courts at Cardiff, 
was last week unveiled by the Earl of Plymouth. In addition to the 
members of the family, there were also present Viscount Tredegar, 
Lord Aberdare, Lord Ninian Crichton-Stuart, and Sir Alfred Thomas, 
M.P. The statue is by Mr. Goscombe John, R.A. 

The New York Law Journal says that a Bill has been intro 


duced in the New York Legislature, as follow Sec. 1793. 
Criticism of jury and jurors by presiding judges. The judge o1 
justice presiding at the trial of a civil or criminal action in any 
court shall not, in open court, make any adverse criticism of the jury 
or its members on account of the verdict in such action. Any judge 
or justice violating the provisions ol this sectl sf lilty or a 
misdemeanour.”’ 

In the course of a lecture by Mr. J. H. Balfour B , K.C., on 
‘State and Municipal Trading,’’ at a meeting of the B h Constitu 
tional Association, the lecturer said that the result f th proce of 
transfer of various enterprises from the nervous and muscular hands of 
individuals to the flabby hands of the State, or the town, would 


inevitably produce less employment, lower wages, and increased cost of 
the necessaries of life, and would, in the end, put a tragic close to 
the personal liberty which the nation had in the past enjoyed Although 


ms and local 


there was a marked desire on the part of corporati 


authorities to get paying concerns into their hands so as to relieve the 
rates, there had never been any indication of a desire on the part of 
such authorities to adventure in a new field of enterpris¢ The people 
of this country by their municipal and State trading had been coaxed on 
to the down grade. They were in every direction playing at Socialism, 
and the comedy was very apt to become a real tragedy, he could not 
regard anything as more tragic than the stagnation, the de iy, and 
the disintegration of a nation. 

Friday, the 15th inst., being the Grand D vy of Easte Term at 
Gray’s Inn, the treasurer (Mr. Herbert F. Manisty, K.C.) and the 


Masters of the Bench entertained at dinner the foll ing uests : The 
tt. Hon. Lord Barnard, the Rt. Hon. Lord Justice Fletcher Moulton, 
the Rt. Hon. Syed Ameer Ali, C.I.E., the President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (the Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel Ey 





Hon. Mr. Justice Pi kford, Sir William Anson, Bart \ 
William Watson Cheyne, Bart., C.B., the President of the La : 
(Mr. W. H. Winterbotham), Sir Luke Filds« R.A., the Rev Canon 
Pemberton, Prof. FE. C. Clark, LL.D., the Rev. H. B. Coward, M.A.., 
Mr. A. G. C. Liddell, C.B., and the Master of the Ski ers Company 
(Mr. A. W. Aston The Benchers preseul, in addition to the Treasurer, 
were : Mr. Henry Griffith, Mr. Lewis Coward, K.C., Mr. C. A. Russell, 
K.C., Mr. Montague Lush, K.C., M1 Edward Dicey, C.B., Mr. 
Barnard, K.C., Mr. W. J. R. Pochin, M Arthur Gill, Mr. J. R. 
Atkin, K.C., Mr. W. P 3yrne, C.B., Mr. J. W MeCarthy, Mr. 
Montagu Sharpe and Mr. George Rhodes, K.C., with the Preacher (the 
tev. R. J. Fletche 

Te Burley, \lexander v. Burley (1910, Ch. 215) is. s ivs the Luw 
Quarterly Review, an excellent example of the euphemistic use of 





the word ‘‘ wish,’’ where command is obviously present in spite of 
the employment of the milder term. In Re Williams (1897, 2 Ch. 12) 
the court laid down a rule that a testator must use an imperative 
term if he wishes the court to treat the disposition as a precatory 
trust. This was intended to operate as a etanding protest against 
the practice which had rown up of too re dily converting slipsh d 


or half-hearted expressions of desire into commands. The true test 
in all cases must be the intention, if ascertainable, rather than the 
precise form in which the thoughts are expressed Any doctrine 
contrary to this would be subversive of the settled practice of equity 
in interpreting wills according to the intention, and would put them 


on a par with instruments infer vir Whether that practice has on 
the whole done more good or harm, whether it might not have been 
as well to take less trouble in finding a meaning for vague and 
illiterate testators, are questions too large to be discussed in a note 
At all events. when the definition is not definitely expressed in an 
imperative tone, the court will not supply one. 


A lawsuit, bearing some resemblance to the Tichborne case, has. 
says the Daily Telegraph, just ended in Boston, when, after a trial 
lasting 123 days, a Dakota ranchman named Daniel Blake Russell. 
who had been trying to establish a claim to tbe the long-lost son of 
the late Daniel Russell, of Melrose, Massachusetts, was declared to 
be an impostor. The affair is an unusually interesting one. Daniel 
Russell, who was once a State Senator, died in 1907. leaving an estate 
valued at a million dollars. He had two sons, William and Daniel 
Blake. Daniel had disappeared from his home in 1885. Until his 
mother’s death she had kept a candle nightly burning in her window 
to help him to retrace his footsteps. A clause in the father’s will 
stated that if the absent son returned within twenty years after the 
testator’s death, and proved his identity, both sons should share what 
ever of the estate was left. About a year ago a man. announcing 
himself as Daniel Blake Russell, the absent brother, stayed at a 
Boston hotel, saying that he had been ranching in Dakota, and began 
litigation for a share of the property. No fewer than 205 witnesses 
were called, many of them swearing that they knew the claimant 
when he was a boy in Melrose before 1885. William Russell denounced 
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him, and brought evidence to shew that he was a French-Canadian 
named James Rousseau, whose home was on the Canadian border. 
In the Manchester County Court, on the 14th inst., says the Times, 
the Atlas Loan Co., of Manchester, summoned several defendants 
for the repayment of borrowed money. <A _ representative of the 
company admitted that it was carried on entirely by a person named 
John Floyd, who had not engaged in the business until about two 
years ago. It was stated that under a recent decision of the Court 
| of Appeal the plaintiff had no remedy at law. Section 2 of the Money 
lenders Act, 1900, provided that a moneylender must register as ~ 
moneylender in accordance with the regulations of the Act under his 
own or usual trade name and in no other name. As to the meaning 
of the words ‘‘ usual trade name,’’ Mr. Justice Bucknill in one cas 
held that it did not mean that at the time a moneylender registered 
himself he must have a trade name which he had previously born 
and which then was his usual trade name. In his opinion a money 
lender could lawfully register a name by which he elected at the 
time of registration to be known, whether or not he adopted j 
before the Act of 1900 came into operation. In the most recent 
| appeal, however, Lords Justices Fletcher Moulton and Farwell dis 
| agreed with this, and decided that the term “usual trade name 
meant a name which a moneylender had been in the habit of us 
in connection with his business as a moneylender. Consequently, 
the majority of moneylenders had registered in names other thai 
their own, they had at present no remedy in law, and might be said 
to be, in the words of one legal writer, practically at the mercy of 
their customers. As far as their past transactions were concerned 
if these customers refused to pay, the probability was that the money 
lender would be unable to recover. Mr. Charles Eyre, a solicitor, 
who appeared in one of the cases, said moneylenders were beginning 
to convert their businesses into limited liability companies in 
sequence of the decision referred to. His honour said it seemed 
rather a hard thing on the moneylenders that they could not recove1 
under the fancy names, but it was evidently the intention of the A 
and one ought to congratulate them that they had evaded it so long 


On the consideration of the Supreme Court of Judicature Bill 
Committee of the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. Watt moved to 
insert in clause 1 a provision ‘‘ that the judges so appointed shall not 
be more than fifty-five years of age at the time of their appointment 
He pointed out that, if this were agreed to, the judges would be 
entitled to pensions on retiring at the age of seventy years, as, in 
another amendment, he would propose that they should be bound to 
do. He thought that it would be admitted that the judges of the 
land generally were too old. At least one-half of their number had 
attained the Biblical maximum of three score years and ten, and in 


Scotland the ages of several of the judges exceeded eighty years. Ai 
age limit for judges was more important than for Civil servants, foi 
if a Civil servant slept at his desk nobody was much the worse. Th 
taxpayer might not get value for his money, but he was getting used 
to that. The Attorney-General opposed the amendment, which was 


rejected by a majority of 126. Then Mr. Price moved an amendment 
to provide that the judges so appointed should retire at the age of 
seventy years, and also that they should not be entitled to a pension 
unless they had filled the office for fifteen years. The Attorney 
General said it was the experience of nearly every member of the Bar 
that seventy was not by any means the necessary or even the usual 
limit of a man’s activities on the Bench. The hon. member had spoken 
of judges sleeping on the Bench. He had known some extremely rare 
cases where judges had enjoyed moments of temporary abstraction, but 
he did not think somnolescence was peculiar always to age. If he were 
called upon, he could give instances proving that the most effective, 
the most vigilant, and the most acute judges would be found, not 
among the youngest, but almost invariably among the oldest men. The 
amendment was rejected by a majority of 30. Mr. Rawlinson moved to 
substitute August for January next year as the period after which no 
vacancies should be filled except on a resolution of the House. The 
time in the Bill would not allow sufficient experience to enable a 
judgment to be formed as to the requirements. The Attorney-General 
said that an extension of time from January to August would appeai 
to those who knew the congestion of the courts very moderate indeed 
and he hoped the Committee would agree to it. The amendment wa 
carried by a majority of 140, and the Bill, as amended, was reported 
to the House. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF Reoistragss 1N ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercenoy Appreau Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. 








Rota. No. 2. Joyvor. Swinrew Eavy 
Monday ...April 25 Mr Bloxam Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Church 
TNESABY scorseeee 26 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Wednesday ...... 27 Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Thursday .. 28 sorrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Friday ... - 29 Beal Borrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Saturday ...;..... 30 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 Waerineror. NEVILLE. PARKER. Eve. 





Monday ...April 25 Mr Greswell Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Synge 
Tuesday ......... 26 Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Church 
Wednesday Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Thursday Church Beal Synge Bloxam 
ES Sciiscnvcctbaes § Theed Greswell Church Farmer 
Saturday Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, April 15. 


Auprrton & Sumpster, Lrp (tw Votuntary Ligurpation)—Creditors are require1, 
on or before April 29 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to F. W, Davis and F. W. Alderton, 95-97, Finsbury pavement, 
liquidators 

Amesican Eneuise anp Generrat Tevst, Ltp—Creditors are uired, on or before 
May 20, to sendin their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to George Vollis, 105, Winchester House, 60, Old Broad st. Paines & Co, St. 
Helen’s pl, solors to the liquidator 

Amusements Devetopment Sywpicate, Ltrp—Patn for winding uv, presented April 
12, direc'ed to be heard April 26. Coote & Richards, Lincoln’s inn fields, petners. 
Notice of appearinz must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of April 25 

Contra¥Lo Conpgnser Co, Lrp—Creditora are required, on or before May 7, to send 
in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Stewart Gregg, 3 and 5, Crown ct, Old Broad at, liquidator 

Cowrrarto Comstiwentat Parents Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 7, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Stewart Gregg, 3 and 5, Crown ct, Old Broad at, liquidator 

Gayerat Unitep State Co, Ltrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 3, directed 
to be heard April 26. Atkey & Co, Sackville st, Piccadilly, solors for the petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of April 25 

RBattway Lieutine, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 8. Johnson 
and William Henry Collier, 67, Mosley st, Manchester. Grundy & Co, Manchester, 
solors to the liquidators 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimMItED In CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Tvusspay, April 19, 


Baitise Unitep Crock Co (1907), Lrn (1 Liquipation)—Oreditora are required, on 
or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims. to Ernest Edward Sparshott, Norwich Union bidgs, Congreve st, 
Birmingham. Beale & Co, Birmioghan, solors to the liquidator 

Painswick (jas Ligut awp Coxe Uo, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of taeir debts or 
claims, to Sidvey Dudbridge, 8, Lansdown, Stroud, liquidator 

W. H. Lascettxs & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, ou or before May 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. W. 
Bayne, 1, Oxford ct, Cannon st, liquidator 


——-— 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasette.—Farpay, April 15. 


Nationat Lieatrna Corporation, Lp. 

BSamogt Nicsoits, Lrv. 

Srrarra Svea Co, Lrv. 

Gop Coast Russer ayp Propucs Synorcate, Lrp, 
WeatHerstone, Lrp. 

EoissureGu Sxatine Riwx ©o, Lrp. 

Law Lire Assurance Socrety. 

Centave Synpicate, Lp. 

F. A. Srusss & Oo, Lrp. 

Anpean Syspricater, Lrp. 

Peraiws Patewt Detacnaste Moros Ware. Synpicate, Lp, 
Coox's ArHiatic Co (1907), Lrp 

Gurtprorp (Loppos) Daszr Leaps, Lrp. 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, April 19, 
8. Warremay, Lop. 
TUrNELL anp Catgepon1AN Parks Syyprcatsz. Lrp. 
Hastises, St Leonarps anp Bye Utviston Liseaat OCxivs, Lro, 
Jou*son & Raz, Lrpv. 
C. W. Brae & Co, Lrp, Lixcouy 
W.A.P. Sywpicate, Ltp. 
OomsoLipateD Motor Caz Co, Lrp. 
Cyrus Garsipz & Sons, Lrp. 
Swan’s Patents, Lrp. 
A, Haypstey, Lrp. 
Asuanti Pxopertizs, Lrp, 
Asmants Rivers anp Concessions, Ltp. 
Oxrva Leatuee Co, Lrp. 
IncornroraTED Hore. Keerers AssocraTion, 
Samurt Nicuoutts, Lro, 
Train AND Gengerat Heatina Co, Lap. 
Ex.is, Hamer, & Co, Lip. 
Naw Leyton Mope. Launpry, Lrp, 
Hygienic Syruon Oo, Lrp. 
Gian Garnwant anv Noyapp Cotvrertes, Lro. 
Mataca Mryine anp Travine Sywpicate, Lrp. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


April 25.—Mesers. Avrrep Savitri & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground- 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

April 25.—Messrs, Nicnovas, @t the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Land (see adver- 
tisement, back page, April 9). 

April 25 and May 5.—Messrs. Barram & Heywoop, at the Mart: Freehold Ground- 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, April 9). 

May 2.—Messrs. Harxops, Lrp.: Freehold Residences (see advertisement, page v, 
April 16), 

May 4.—Messrs. Nicnoras, at Southampton, at 3: Country Seat (see advertisement, 
back page, April 9). 

May 4 and 11.—Messrs. Epwin Fox, Bousrietp, Burnetrs & Bavpecey, at the 
Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence, Valuavle Life Policies, and Freehold Ground-Rents 
(see advertisement, page vi, April 16). 

May 5.—Mesers. Stimson & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 9.— Messrs. G. B. Hitttarp & Sow, at the Mart, at 2.30: Business Premises (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 9.—Messrs. Jonzs, Lana & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold investments (see 
ateesionmness back » Sane r~ és i 2 

10.—Mesers. Hampton ons, © Mart: Freehold Shop Pro; 
advertisement, back page, this week). » perty (see 


May 24.—Messrs. Harrzops, Lro.: Country Houses (see adve 
April 16) 


rtissment, page v, 


May 27 —Mesera. Lestre Marsw & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estate and 


| Ground-Rents (see advertisement page v, April 16). 


May.—Messrs. Hotcomse, Berrs & West: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back 


pg, April 2). 
June 17.—Mesers. Harrops, Lrp,: Country Resijence (see adv 
April 16). 


Result of Sale. 
Revegsions awp Lirg PO.utctres, 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.U., on T 


£5,635 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION— 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Guzette,—Tuespay, April 12. 
Harpoastie, Frawx, Lancaster gate, Hyde pk May 2 Eckersley 
castle, 'nyce and Eve, JJ Davies, Man: hester 
Neville, JJ 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 15, 


Neville, JJ Clarke, Birmingham 
Pace, Naruanret, Croydon, Brewer May 23 Page and Overton’s 
v Page and Page, Joyce and Eve, JJ Marshall, Croydon 


Wallington v Wallington, Neville,J Harris, Bloomsbury sq 





Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 8. 


Asue, Witutam, Great Broughton, Yorks 
AsuTow, Francis Witttam, Old Dalby, Leicester May 9 Boddingto 
Atkinson, Davip, Rackham st. North Kensington May 10 
Barser, Atice Emma. West Bournemouth May !6 
Beixoust, Ernest, Manchester, Timber Merchant May 10 Higson 


row 
Crarke, Georce, Kingston on Thames May 20 Skewes Cox & Co, 
Cooxeritt, Ans, Patrington, Yorks April25 Sykes, Hull 


Cowe.t, Henry, Lower Broushton, Salford May 1 


Dennis, James Taeoraitus, Cowes, I of W, Posting Master May 1 
Cowes 

Epwarps, Sipyey Jonny, Titchfield, Southampton, Farmer May 14 
Hants 


hall st 
Fox, Cuaey, Staincliffe, Batley, Yorks, Shoddy Merchant 
Deysbury 


Gisss, Cuarues, Dorking, Artist May 18 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
Grover, Grores, Clifford st, Bond st, Tailor May 14 Taslor & Tay 


Hancock, Frank Rontnson, Blackley, Manchester, Paper Merchant 
Fernihough, Bolton 


Heaiz, Reoinatp, Yorke, RN, Worthin 

Hitz, WitwrasM, Kingston upon Hull 

Hosss, Janez Josern, Kingston upon Hull 

Hosss, Laviwia, Kingston upon Hull May9 Locking & Co, Hull 

Hovpen, Sanau, Stalybridge May 31 Innes, Stalybridge 

Hoummuer, Cart Aveyst Gortiies, Little St Andrew st, St Martin's 
Gibson, Martin’S In, Cannon st 


y9 Locking & Co, Hull 


Jurpison, Mary Ann, Walsall June6 Evans, Walsall 
Kitcun, Ashworts, Ramsgate May 14 


Stowmarket 
morton av 


Mesron, Arcurpatp, Forest Gate May 25 Barrett & Son, Leadenha 

Moxrcan, Frepenrick, Avenue rd, Regent’s Park June 1 Saxton & 
st, Portman st 

Morrersuaty, Francis, Gainsborough 

a oo. Caries Francis, Bedford sq May5 Powell & 

tran 

Newstapt, Max, Hotel Victoria, Northumberland ay May 13 Hick 
Covent Garden 

Newmarca, Georee, Blackhill, Durham May 20 Aynslev, Consett 

Parker, CuHarves, Hove, Sussex May 12 Nye & Clewer. Brighton 

Pagmiter, Faeperic, Southampton 

Partuips, Mary, Clydach Vale,Glam April 12 





May 24,—Mesers, Denewnam, Tewson, Ricuarpson & Co., at the Mart, at 2; 
Freehold Warehouses (see advertisement, page y, April 16). 


- 


Paice, Sorpura ExvizapeTu, Weston super Mare May 12 Coode & Co, 


June 1 


Portuovuss, Ricuarp, Linstock, Stanwix, Cumberland April 30 Mounse 


ertisement, page v, 


Measrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 905) of the 


huraday last, when 


the followiag Lots were s%ld at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


To about £750 ooo ove ove ooo Sold £220 

To £5,170... eos +» £2,550 

i tak cas pal. a? Sib ys £1,150 
ENDOWMENT POLLOY for £3,000... oes ove eee »» £1,250 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £800 ... en ese ose one » #4465 
SHARES—Southwark Diocesan Schools Finance Co., 110 of £1 

each, fully paid .., eve oe eco ove ooo -_ is a £20 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


and Others v Hard- 


Rr ey, Joz, Hipperholme, ar Halifax, York May19 Riley v Riley, Swinfen Eady and 


Dinwis, Samvuet, North Petnerwin, Devon, Farmer May 6 Diunis and Others v 
Dinnis, Warrington and Parker, JJ Blatchford, Stratton, Cornwall 
Eyez, Epwin, Wingfield, Derby Mav 24 E),re v Eyre and Coldron, Swinfen Eady and 


Brewery (Limited) 


WaLLineton, Witttam Henry, Uxbridge rd, Brickmaker and Contractor May 24 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


May 9 Sockett, Middlesbrough 


n & Uo, Manchester 


Moody & Woolley, Derby 
Fraser & Christian, Finsbury eircus 


& Co, Manchester 


Buopic, Francis Josern, Eccleston st East, Pimlico May 7 Wrentmore & Son, Bedford 


Brancu, James, Burstow, Surrey, Farmer May 15 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Richmond 


Ceockritt, Ronert Lancuam, Fulham pl, Paddington May 9 Daynes, Norwich 
Rowley & Co, Manchester 
Craces, WitiraM, Alderbrook rd, Balham May9 Taylor & Co, Strand 

Davies, Grorae, Jedburgh st, Clapham Common May9 Manon & Crimp, Essex st 


7 Damant & Sons, 


Gillson, Fareham, 


Farro.ora Heyry, Walton, Liverpool May 5 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Fewxpat, Percivat Paut Wentwoats, Greatham, Hants May 8 Stibbard & Co, Leaden- 


Chadwick & Co, 


¥ox, Duke, Dewsbury, Shoddy Merchant June1 Chadwick & Co, Dewsbury 
Gavin, Evey, Balsall Heath, Birmingham May7 Hall-Wright, Birmingham 


lor, New Broad st 


Goopinc, WatreRr, Stockton on Tees May 13 Watson, Stockton on Tees 
Gorvey, Ernest Witwiam, Chiswick April 23 Doyle, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Mayl1 Fielding & 


Hawkstey, Georcre Wiitiam, Nether Edge, Sheffield May 9 Younge & Co, Sheffield 
May 6 Trower & Co, New 


sq, Lincoln’s inn 


May9 Locking & Co, Hull 


ln, Baker May 10 


Jonson, ALrrep, Harrogate May1 Chartres & Youll, Neweastle upon Tyne 
Jounson, Grorez, Alderney st, Pimlico May 20 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 


O K & W Daniel, Ramsgate 
Lester, Frepericx Strurrers, Rattlesden, Suffolk, Farmer Apri 18 


Gudgeons & Co, 


Low, Racuet Saran, Gloucester pl, Portman sq May 31 Travers Smith & Co, Throg- 
Mears, Wiit1am, Thornton, nr Fleetwood, Lancs May 25 WR & W Ascroft, Preston 


ll st 
Morgan, Somerset 


April 29 Robbs & Bell, Gainsborough 


Rogers, Essex at, 


s & Co, King st, 


Owen, Cuartorre Cuariin, Hampstead May 16 Howe & Rake, Chancery In 


y 10 Stephens & Locke, Southampton 
ugh & Davey, Pontypridd 


& Co, Carlisle 
ford row 
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April 23, 110. 





Ropinson, Samver, Scoreby, nr York, Farmer April 23 Hague, York 

Roppam, Josrrn, Sea Houses, Northumberland, Harbour Master May 8 Richardson & 
Elder, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Roser, Hewry. Southampton May10 Stephens & Locke, Southampton 

Ross, Rose Emma, Boundary rd, 8t John's Wood May17 Goldsworthy, Serjeants’ inn, 
Fleet st | 

Row ann, Wiiutam, Kingston npon Hull, Builder May 16 Thompson & Co, Hull | 

Scawas, Istpor Moses, Manor rd, Stoke Newington, Stockbroker May 26 Aird & Co, 
Brabant ct, Philpot In | 

Suepiey, Josera Spence, Romaldkirk, Yorks May 10 Helmer, Romaldkirk, by 
Darlington | 

Suita, ExizasetnH Avucusta, Mortimer cres, South Hampstead May 11 Child & 
Child, Sloane st 

Stacey, Frorence, Tonbridge May 31 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 

Srxpman, James Water, Petworth, Sussex, Watchmaker May 9 Pitfleld, Petworth | 

Arxpnenson, Exviza, Oxford May5 Tyrwhitt & Marshall, Oxford 

Vincent, Catnrsine, St Mary’s mans, Paddington Green May 14 SBhepheards & 
Walters, Young st, Kensington 

Wi sos, Evzanor Ann, Blackheath May 11 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Wirsox, Grorce, Burntwood, nr Lichfield, Staffs, Farmer May 9 Russell & Son, | 
Lichfield | 

Witson, Ronert April 30 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 

Woop, Oxea Elsworthy rd, Primrose Hill May 5 Powell & Rogers, Essex st, Strand 


I: ndon Gazette,—TUESDAY, April 12. 


Baker, Henry, South Wimbledon May12 Routh & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Brapon, Major Witt1am Hammer, Boscombe, Bournemouth May 20 Iliffe & Co, Bed- | 
ford row 

Boorwr, James, Cheltenham May 21 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Bortromiey. Wiiviam, Shipley, Yorks May 12 Wright & Co, Bradford 

Brapiey, Wiiw.tam, Sandwich, Kent, Corn Merchant May 9 Bradley, Dover 

Cass, Susanna Evizaneta, Healaugh, York May 26 Wood, York | 

Cuuacu, Georce Eart, Cromwell rd, South Kensington, Civil Engineer May 16 Ashurst 
& Co, Throgmorton av 

Ciements, Evwarp, Tavistock sq, Sanitary Engineer May 2 Lee & Pembertons, Lin- | 
coln’s inn fields | 

Covptanp, Daw Harpcastir, Armley, Leeds, Overlooker Mav 12 Wooler & Co, Leeds 

Crow, Mary Ay», Hillhouse, Hudderstield May7 Turner, Huddersfield 

Down1no, Wiitiam, Olton, Warwick, Book Dealer May 31 Smith, Birmingham 

Fonceca, Ricuarp Joun Taytor, Croydon May 31 Lyell & Betenson, Lloyd’s av 

Francis, Frorence Rutn, Hastings May 31 Rutland, Chancery In 

Giuiett, Epmuxy Borreritt, Union ct, Old Broad st, Commission Merchant May 20 
Carr. Gt Tower st 

Guyrru, Feances, Milton, Cambridge May 21 RC &S Burrows, Cambridge 

Haaestapt, Wiitiam Arrenpt, Hornsea, York May 20 Moss & Co, Hull 

Mavi, Hannan Bacster, Ramegate May 13 Denton & Co, Gray’s inn pl 

Herr.iestoxe, Tuomas, Choriton cum Hardy, Manchester, Gunmaker April 30 Field- 
house, Manchester 

Irvine, Jane, Carlisle April21 Lazonby & Strong, Wigston, Cumberland 

Kinaston, Wittiam, Whitecross, Hereford May2 Allen & Carver, Hereford 

Lucas, Ezra, Billingshurst, Sussex, Farmer May7 Cotching & Son, Horsham 

Marnaay, Anya Marta, Boscombe, Hants May 31 Janson & Co, College hill 

Moytuay, Anne, Kings Pyon, Hereford April 3) Easton, Leominster 

Norman, Georce, Woburn, Beds, Timber Merchant May9 Tanqueray, Woburn 

Pansey, Mary Awy, Earl’sCourtrd May18 Bannister & Reynolds, Basinghall st 

Prarman, Grorce Henry, Walsall June8 Evans, Walsall 

Peters, Groror, Gloucester April 30 Treasure, Gloucester 

Pickxerixe, Witttam, Sutton Coldfield, Horse Breaker May 26 Adcock & Simmons, 
Birmingham 

Poor, Ann, Nottingham MayJ2 Spencer, Nottingham 

Snaw, Rev Prebendary Wititam Stokes, Bath Junel Adam & Co, Bath 

Squires, Caroting Hoimes, Bournemouth May 8 Mooring & Co, Bournemouth 

Stones, Harriet, Meersbrook, Sheffield May2 Neal & Co, Sheffield 

SuTnertandD, Carotine Acyes, Leytonstone May 2 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row 

Townsenpd, Janez, Haslingden, Lancs May1 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 

Waaatarr, Emma, Shipley, Yorks May 7 Turner, Huddersfield 

Wacker, Aurrep, Lindley, Huddersfield May 10 Walker & Son, Halifax 

Watter, Grace Lovisa, Fernshaw rj, Chelsea May 12 Hill, Leyton 

betas Agtaur, Harton, South Shields, Joiner May14 Brown & Holliday, N 

ields 
Woop, Rowtanp, Sheffield, Paper Merchant May 2 Neal & Co, Sheffield 


London Gazette.—Frivay, April 15. 


Raykix, Racnaet, Newcastle on Tyne May 8 Richardson & Elder, Newcastle upon | 


Assott, James Samvets, Clapton May 9 Tatham & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Apams, Evizapetu Jang, 8t Leonards on Sea May 31 Phillips & Cheesman, Hastings 

Avcock, Joun Forster, Berkhampstead, Herts, Merchant June 6 Stokes & Stokes, 
Great St Helens 

Arcuer, Sanur, Rosert, Great Yarmouth April 30 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 

Bavpwiy, Lovisa Mary, Warwick May 12 Chadwick & Sons, Warwick 

Batcne or, Joun, Blackheath May 31 Batchelor & Batchelor, Greenwich 

Bevan, Freperick Liycotn, Sevenoaks May 31 Marson & Toulmin, Southwark 
Bridge rd 

Branpoy, Carouine Prorse, Heigham, Norwich Junel Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Boitzav, Joun Peter Hamitton, Trowbridge May1l Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring gdns 

Bowpen, Lovisa Maraarerr, Crovdon May 31 Gravely, Croydon 

BowstTon, Frascie, New Seaham, Durham, Coal Miner May 27 Wright & Co, Seaham 
Harbour 

Bravury, Mary Exvizanetu, Sandwich, Kent May14 Bradley, Dover 

Bryant, WiLuiAm, Brighton May 15 Harker & Son, Brighton 

Bui, Anne, Sleaford, Lincs May 21 Frost, Birmingham 

Buapett, Artaun WaLwyn, Knowle, Warwick May 26 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Cr Ss Holland park, Kensington May 9 Harston & Bennett, Bishopsgate | 

ithin 

Cnurcuzen Watters Joux, Humbledon, Hants May 19 King & Franckeiss, Ports- 
mout 

Cixave, Joun, Liskeard, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler May 16 Symons & Macmillan, 
Wadebridge, Cornwail 

Cooper, Mary Awn, Wellington row, Bethnal Green, Blacksmith May 9 Tatham & Co, | 
Queen Victoria at 

Coram, Tuomas, Bradford, Yeoman May20 Channer & Channer, Taunton 

Cravacan, Ann, Bradford May 12 Dixon & Co, Manchester 


Davies, Marcaret, Birkdale, Lancs May16 Worden & Ashington, Southport 
Dixoy, Janz, Maryport, Cumberland May15 Crerar & Mason, Maryport 
Epcewortn, NATHANIEL, Nechells, Birmingham, Labourer May 10 Baker & Co, 
Birmingham 
Evie, Joun James Buen, Seven Sistera rd, Stamford Hill May 17 Rowe & Wilkie, 
Basinghal) st 
Erston, Ann, Adderbury West, Oxford April 29 Fisher, Banbury 
EveaixctTox, Epaar Rowe, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor May14 Lee & Co, Queen Vic 
toria st 
Frarniey, Wititiam Henny, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Cashier May 24 Iveson & Macaulay, 
Heckmondwike 
Firpy, Isanerua, Birmingham May 14 Baker & Co, Birmingham 
Fiower, Francis, Gurney Slade, Somerset, Lime Merchant May 14 Norton & Wilson 
Wells, Somerset 
Forp, Henry, Branscombe, Devon May 28 Dunning & Co, Honiton, Devon 
Fow ter, MarGcaret, Norbiton, Surrey May 18 Sherriff, Billiter st 
Garpam, Jane, Kingston upon Hull May 31 Payne & Payne, Hull 
GvEypininG, Secunpus April 28 Stern, Stratford 
Grice, Saut Le, Kimberley, Norfolk, Farmer May 31 Blyth, Norwich 
Harrison, Dororny, Backworth, Northumberland May16 Gee, Newrastle upon Tyne 
Hawkes, Evizasetn, Kenilworth, Warwick May 30 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
Hickman, Witviam, Grappenhall, Chester May 3 Steel, Warrington 
Hitstey, Hevex, Leigh, Lancs May 10 Dootson, Leigh 
Hopason, Frorence Emma, Talybont, Cardigan May 17 Burchells, The Sanctuary 
Marspen, Evizanetu, Harpurhey, Manchester May 21 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Mitpmay, AvuGcusta Frances St Jonny, Ovington sq May 25 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 
Newktt, Henry Taomas, Derby May 27 J & W H Sale & Son, Derby 
Oveeanzap, Wittiam, Brentwood May 17 EF & H Landon, Brentwood 
Overneap, Any, Brentwood May17 EF & H Landon, Brentwood 
Perry, Mary Any, Highworth, Wilts June 24 Stone, Woolwich 
Putuirs, Jony, Leamington Spa, Warwick May 17 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 
Porgr, Avausta Lucy, Old Chariton, Kent May13 Avery & Wolverton, New Cruss rd 
Prippir, Cxarues, Liverpool, Cigar Merchynt May 28 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 
Regs, Josern, Mothvey, Carmarthen, Grocer May 20 Thomas, Llandovery, Car- 
marthen 
Rep, James, Hampstead May 20 Harris & Co, Coleman st 
Ricuarbs, James, Pantyrathro, Carmarthen May 24 Walters, Carmarthen 
Ropison, Ricnarp Durant, Cap d’Antibes, Alpes Maritimes, France June 1 Satchell 
& Co King st, Cheapside 
Roeers, Taomas, Bideford, Devon May15 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st 
Se._sy, Euma Jonystone Donatvson, Redland Park, Bristol May 31 Soames & Co 
Norf lk st, Strand 
Surtres, Ex1za Jane, Hoole, Chester May 21 Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 
Sivewaicat, Mary Evizaneta, Cheltenham May 17 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 
Svack, Tuomas, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts May 3l Hopkin, Greyhound In, Streatham 
Wacr, Wituram ALrren, Binfield rd,8 Lambeth May 31 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Watxea, Katuarina, Newport, Salop May 26 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Way, Joux Epwin, Wells, Somerset. Cheese Factor May14 Norton & Wilson, Wells 
Wi.tey, Epiru, Corbridge, Northumberland May 13 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 
Wits, Ayne, Manor Heath, Bournemouth May 14 Adams & Adams, Clement’s inn, 
Strand 
Witson, Jane Maria, Putney May 31 Baxter & Co, Victoria st 
Worrn, Maria, Dover May 23 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Wywwe, Faepericx, Everton, Liverpool, Carter May 17 Etch2s, Whitchurch, Salop 





London Gaz tte.—TUESDAY, April 19. 


ACLAND, SAMUEL JAMES, Newport, Mon, Gas Engineer May 19 Lyndon & Co 


Newport, Mon 

ALLEN, RALPH EDWARD, Hanover sq May 20 Stone & Co, Bath 

ASHBY, MARY, Long Buckby, Northampton June 8 WF & W Willoughby, Daventry 

ATKINSON, MARY, York June4 Turabull & Sons, Scarborough 

BAGNALL MARY ANN, South Norwood May 23 Fitzhugh & Co, Brighton 

BAKER, MARY AGNES MARIA, Stechford, Worcester May 7 Wright & Co, Birmingham 

BARCLAY, JANE FRANCES PENELOPE, Westbourne Park villas, Paddington May 14 
Donaldson, Bloomsbury pl, Bloomsbury sq 

BARNES, JULIA, Dovercourt May 15 Ward & Hugh-Jones, Harwich 

;0YLETT, WILLIAM HENRY, South Wimbledon May31 Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 

BURTON, MARY ANNF, Winchester May 31 Sherrard & Sons, Gresham st 

CLARKE, JOHN, Sheffield June6_ Irons, Sheffield 

COGAN, MARGARET ALICE, Westhampnett, sussex May 21 Haines, Chichester 

ELLIS, MARY JANE, Kendal May 18 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl 

FISHER, FREDERICK HANSON, Killamarsh, Derby,Auctioneer May14 Hal!, Eckington 
nr Sheffield 

FOSTER, JANE, Hulme, Manchester May 24 Ashcroft & Co, Oldham 

GELDER, J4COBUS BERNARDUS, Stroud Green May 23 Ashurst & Co, Throg 
morton av 

GRIFFIN, WILLIAM, King’s Heath, nr Birmingham, Clerk May 15 Botteley & Sharp 
sirmingham 

HALL, MARGARET, Linden Park, Tunbridge Wells July 30 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 

HEALY, FREDERIC, Draper'sgdns June 2 Dale & Co, Cornhill 

HULL, EMILY ELIZA, Exmouth, Devon May17 Master & Co, Stone bidgs 

HUMPHREYS, JOHN, Pelsall, Staffs Junel5 Evans, Walsall 

KIRKHAM, ESTHER, Kurslem, ~taffs April28 Boulton, Burslem 

LAIDLER, Epwin, Totley Brook Road, nr Sheffield, Printer May 31 Irons, Sheffield 

LAZENBY, WALTER, Trinity st May 31 Templeton & Cox, King’s Bench walk 

MANGIN, HARRY, Montreal, Canada Mayl14 Johnson, Ruthin 

MORTON, JAMES EDWARD, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Maker May 31 Irons, Sheffield 

NICKLIN, ELIZABETH, Brynmawr, Brecon May i6 Powell & Hughes, Brynmawr 

POWELL, JOHN THOMAS, Easton Royal, nr Pewsey, Wilts May 15 Dixon, Pewsey 

POWELL, WILLIAM, Southend on Sea May 30 Halse & Co, Cheapside 

PuGH, MARY, Tredegar, Mon May 31 Dauncey & Son, Tredezar 

ROBERTS, ROBERT, Manchester, General Merchant May 15 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

RUSHER, GEORGE, Paignton rd, Stamford Hill, Draper May 13 Galpin, Witney 

RUSSEL, KATE MINNIE, Halstead, Kent June 1 Russell & Co, Norfolk st 

SALMON, ALFRED LIDGEY, Southport, Surgeon May 15 Brown & Co. Southport 

SEWELL, THOMAS, Barrow in Furness April 30 Barrow, Barrow in Furness 

TAYLOR, EDWIN, Aston, Birmingham Junel6 Rigbey & Co, Birmingham 

WALKER, JOSEPH, Burley Woodhead, nr Otley, Yorks May 20 Smith, Leeds 

WILLIAMS, EVAN Ivor, Duffryn Ffrwd, nr Pontypridd May 28 Grover & Co, Cardiff 

WINTERBOTTOM, SARAH, Chadderton, nr Oldham May 20 Chadwick, Oldham 









Bankruptcy Notices. 


30oppAmM, Epmusp Meyer Tv 
High Court Pet Dec 17 Ord April 12 bury Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Botayp, Wiiutam H, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manu- | Crirr, Wit11am, Broomhall, nr Nantwich, Cattle Dealer 


por, Howick pl, Engineer | Cuasz, Ricnarp, Faversham, Kent, Fishmonger Canter- 


London Gazette.—Fatpay, April 15. facturer Birmingham Pet Mar 18 Ord April 12 Crewe Pet April12 Ord April 12 


RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet Aprilil Ord April 11 


Bowen, Wittram, Aberkenfig, Licensed Victualler Cardiff | Conzn, Louis, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Journalist 


High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord April 11 


ArpLeBauM, Jacon Davin, Liverpool, Picture Postcard | Broomrietp, Feaxors, King’s Somborne. Southampton, | Coram, Atrrgep Tuomas, Bamber Bridge, Lancs, Tailor 


Dealer Liverpool Pet Mar 3 Ord April 11 Grocer Southampton Pet April 13 Ord April 13 


Preston Pet April 11 Ord April 11 


Arcuer, Apert ArGent, Kensington High et, Photo- Brows, Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Slater Kingston | Corpinctey, Caartes, Wimbledon, Surrey, Hosier King- 


graphic Artist High Court Pet April11 Ord April 11 upon Hull Pet April 13 


Ord April 13 


ston, Surrey Pet April 11 Ord April 11 


Arkins, Wanne Rowpen Rappaty, Okehampton, Devon, Burt, Frances Caro.ine, Gosport, Hants Portsmouth | Craces, Toomas, Stockton on Tees, Farmer Stockton on 


Hairdresser Plymouth Pet April 12 Ord April 12 Pet April 13 Ord April 13 


Tees PetMari18 Ord April 11 


Baker, Samuet Grorcr, Coventry, Builder Coventry | Burcagr, WitLtam Miteman, New Barnet, Herts, Builder | Guswer, Vio.er Eprrn Ewmiry, Church rd, Homerton, 


Pet April 7 Ord April 11 





Barnet Pet April1l Ord April 11 


Baker High Court Pet April11 Ord April 11 
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Cowet., Epexezer Tuomas, Queen’s Temperance Hotel. 
Aldersgate st, Meat Salesman High Court Pet Mar 16 
16 Ord April 11 

Haspy, James, Stalybridge, Lancs, Silk Hat Manufacturer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Hayter, Wittiam Cuarues, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 
Builder Poole Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Hexsman, Georor Freperick, Coventry, Tailor Coventry 
Pet Aprill1 Ord April 11 

Hicotrs, Witi1am Hereert, Newbury, Furniture Dealer 
Newbury Pet April 11 Ord April 11 








Hore, Psrcy Lake, Brighton, Medical Practitioner | 
Brighton Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Hor-vatt, Artuur Carpwe.i, Hebden Bridge, Yorks 


Confectioner Burnley Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Jones, Epwarp, Rhuddian, Fiint, Clerk Bangor Tet 
April 12 Ord April 12 

Jones, Evan. Pant, Bethesda, Carnarvon, 
Bangor Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Joserpa, Henry, Penrhiewtyn, nr Neath, Glam, Baker 
Neath Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Kisas, Rearnatp Wii, Leicester, Hairdresser Leices- 
ter Pet April13 Ord April 15 

MawtTnorpg, Tuomas Ricuarp, Oukengates, Salop, Publican 
Shrewsbury Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Mowsray, Josers, Great Grimsby, Hay Merchant Great 
Grimsby Pet Aprilll Ord April 11 

Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glam, Con 


Quarryman 


Mvu-crave, Eowarp, 
tractor Cardiff Pet Feb24 Ord April 8 
Oakes, ALFaep, Horsham, Gunsmith Brighton Pet 


April13_ Ord April 13 

Pickerina, F 8, Cunningham Park, Harrow, Builder St 
Albans Pet Feb 23 Ord April 11 

Porssox, CLaupe Renz, Old Broad st High Court Pet 
Mar 21 Ord April 13 

Pottarp, Crci, Jouyx, Leeds, Painter 
13 Ord April 13 

Paiest, Evwarp, Wigan, 
Ord April 12 

Ravcuirre, Taomas Waker, Leeds, Draper's Assistant 
Leeds Pet April9 Ord April 9 

RincuamM, Jonny Tuomas, Clasrsenwell, Paignton, Devon, 
Assurance Agent Plymouth Pet April 13 Ord 
April 13 

ton.nson, ARTHUR, Shoreham, Sussex, 
Brighton Pet April1 Ord April 13 

Ross, Witt1AM, Liverpool, Butcher Liverpool Pet Mar 
23 Ord April 12 

Suyrur, Georce WILLIAM, 


Leeds Pet April 


Baker 


Insurance Agent 


York rd, King’s Cross, Hair 


dresser High Court Pet April11 Ord April 11 
Taytork, Harotp Svorr, Goole, Yorks, Fish Dealer 
Wakefield Pet April 13 Ord April 13 


Usuer, Norau, Newcastle on Tyne, Lodging House Keeper 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Wuirs, James Artruur Dawes, Kingsland rd, Chemist 
High Court Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Wricut, Tuomas, Shaftesbury, Horse Dealer 
Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Younes, Witttiam Tuomas, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Wheel- 
wright Great Yarmouth Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Apri 8 : 


Brockway, Witt1AmM Joun, Tenbury, Worcester, Grocer 

Kidderminster Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

A.cock, Ricnarp Tuomas, Froghall, Staffs, Commutator 
Drawer April 25 at 12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 
Staffs 

ArcuEr, ALBERT ArGenT, Kensington High st, Photographic 
Artist April25at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baiypeiper, Jonn WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Commercial 
Traveller April 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 
Albert rd, Middlesbrough 


Salisbury 


Biount, Henry Whitmore, Derby, China Dealer April 
23at11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Boppam, Epmunp Meyer Tupor, Clarence gate gdns, 


Regents Park, Engineer April 26 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

3kapLey, WittiamM James, Cullum st, Solicitor April 25 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brockway, Wituiam Jonny, Tenbury, Worcester, Grocer 
April 25 at 2.15 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

BroomFietp, Francis, King’s Somborne, Southampton, 
Grocer and Draper April 25 at 12 Off Rec, Midland 
Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

3urnows, Hersert WitiiamM, Harston, Cambs, Grocer 
April 23 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 


Wigan Pet April 12] 





Crabbs Cross. Warwick, 


Cuampers, Winwiam Henry, t 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 


Newsagent April 25 at 11.30 
Corporation st, Birmingham 
Coney, Louis, Uxbridge rd, Shepherds Bush, Journalist 

April 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Corgpine.iy, Cuarces, Wimbledon, Hosier April 25 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
CoweLt.t, Esexezer THomas, Rowen 9 Temperance Hotel, 
Aldersgate st, Meat Salesman April 26 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Craaas, Tuomas, Fairfield, Stockton on Tees, Farmer 
April 27 at 12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 


Crockett, Amos, Stourbridge, Fried Fish Dealer April 25 
at 11 Off Rec. 1, Priory st, Dudley 

DatLey, Percy Cuar.es, Birmingham, Tripe Dr-sser 
April 25at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Davies, Epcar Watrer, Handsworth, Jew-ller April 26 
at11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 
ham 


Fevron, Atyrep Wiiiiam, Brentford, Builder April 25 
at 12 14, Bedford row 
Fixptay, ALrrep, Middlesbrough, Fruit Deakr April 26 


at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert :d, Middles- 
brough 

Faencu, Freperick Epwarp Co.uier, Southsea, Hants, 
Outfitter April 25 at 3 Off Rec, Cambiidge june, 
High st, Portsmouth 

Gunner, Vioter Epira Emity, Church rd, Homerton, 
Baker April 26at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hayrer, Wittiam Cuarirs, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 
Builder April 23 at 11,30 Arcade chmbrs (first floor), 
Bournemouth 

Hoxipswoatn, Tom, Seaccmbe, Chester, Cycle Dealer 
April 26at11 Off Rec, 45, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Innes, Lawrence Jou, 
High st, Rochester 

Mantrnorre, Thomas Ricwarp, Oakengates, 
Publican April 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, 
Shrewsbury 

Paxvitr, Wittiam Hersert, Ringwood, Hants, Cycle 
Dealer April 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbre, 
Catherine st, Salisbury 

Po tvarp, Ceci, Joun, Leeds, Painter April 27 at 11 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Poynter, W G, Bournville, Birmingham, Furniture Sales- 
man April 26at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 
t, Birmingham 

Porce ti, Domenico, Plainmoor, Torquay, Organ Grinder 
April 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Priest, Evwarp, Wigan, Baker April 25 at 1.30 Court 
House, Crawford st, Wigan 

Rave.uiree, Tuomas WacKrr, Huddersfield, Leeds, Diaper’s 
Assistant April 25 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Ruoves, Tuomas, Seabridge, nr Newcastle under Lyme, 
Monumental Mason April 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, King 
st, Newcastle, Stats 

Tuomas, Henny, Glyn Neath, Glam, Labourer April 26 at 
11 Of Kec, Government bidgs, 8t Mary’s st, Swan- 


sea 

Tirreaton, James, Derby April 23 at 12 Off Ree, 47, 
Full st, Derby 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arcuer, ALbert ARGENT, Kensington High st, Photo- 
graphic Artist HighCourt Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Atkins, Warne Rowpen Rappati, Okehampton, Hair- 
dresser Plymouth Pet April]2 Ord April 12 

Baker, SAmugt Grorce, Coventry, Builder Coventry 
Pet April7 Ord April 11 

Bowen, Wiviiam, Aberkentig, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Jardiff Pet April11 Ord April 11 

Brock, Rosert, Criggion Vicarage, Montgomery Shrews- 
bury Pet Mar19 Ord April 11 

Broomrigip, Fraycis, King’s Somborne, Southampton, 
Grocer Southampton Pet April13 Ord April 1% 


Brows, Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Slater Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April 14 Ord April 13 
Buat, Franogs Caro.ine, Gosport, Hants Portsmouth 


Pet April 12 Ord April 13 

Cuasr, Ricnarp, Faversham, Kent, Fishmonger Canter- 
bury Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Curr, Wiii1aM, Broomhall, nr Nantwich, Cattle Dealer 
Crewe Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Coram, ALrrep Tuomas, Bamber Bridge, Lancs, Tailor 
Preston Pet Aprilll Ord April 11 

Cowei.t, Esenezetr Tomas, Queen’s Temperance Hotel, 
Aldersgate st, Meat Salesman High Court Pet Mar 16 
Ord April 12 


Chatham April 26 at 3 115, | 


Salop, | 


191, Corpo ation | 
| Mari12 Ord April 11 


| Davirs, Epoar Water, Handsworth, Warwick, Jeweller 
Birmingham Pet Feb 28 Ord April lt 
Eis, Jony, Rusholme, Manchester, Clerk Salford Pet 
April 1 Ord April 11 
Gunner, Viotrt Kprru Emity, Church rd, Homerton, 
Baker High Court Pet April1l Ord April 11 


| Harpy, James, Stalybridge, Lancs, Silk Hat Manufac- 


turer Ashton under Lyne Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Hayree, Witiiam Craries, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 
Builder Poole Pet Aprilll Ord April 11 

Haywoop, Josrru, Worthing, Solicitor Brighton Pet 
May 23 Ord Aprils 

Hensman, Grosce Frepericx, Coventry, Tailor Covent-y 
Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Horsratt, Artaur Carpwett, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, 
Confectioner Burnley Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Jones, Epwarp, Rhuddlan, Flint, Clerk Bangor Pet 
April 12 Ord April 12 

Jones, Evan, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Quarryman Bangor 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Joseru, Henry, Penrhiewtyn, nr Neath, Glam, Baker 
Neath and Aberavon Pet April12 Ord April 12 


Kixes, Reainacp Wittiam, Leicester, Hairdresser Leices- 
ter Pet April 13 Ord April 13 
Mawsrnorre, Tomas Ricnarp, Oakengates, Salop, 


Publican Shrewsbury Pet April 13 Ord April 14 

Mowpray, Joseru, Great Grimsby, Hay Merchant Great 
Grimsby Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Oakes, Atyagp, Horsham, Gunsmith Brighton Pet April 
13 Ord April 13 

Pacmer, WittiaAmM Henry, Gt Castle st, Oxford st, Electri- 
cian High Court Pet Maril6é Ord April 9 

Potvarp, Crcit Jouy, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet April 13 
Ord April 13 

Pox rer, W G, Bournville. Birmiogham, Furniture Sales- 
man Birmingham Pet Mar 19 Ord April 11 


Paice, Joun, Granvilie pl, Portman sy, Engineer High 
Court Pet Feb 25 Ord April9 
Paixat, Evwarv, Wigan, Baker Wigan Tet April 12 


Ord April 12 

Pvucu, tHomas, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler Shrews- 
bury Pet April 7 Ord April 13 

tapcuirere, THomas Waker, Leeds, Draper's Assistant 
iveds Pet April9 Ord April 9 

uncuam, Joun ‘Tnomas, Classenwell, Paignton, Devon 
Assurance Agent Plymouth and East Stonehouse 


| Pet April 13 Ord April 13 


Ronixson, Emiry, Brighton, Fancy Draper Brighton Tet 


Suyrur, Georae Witiiam, York rd, King’s Crosa, Hair- 
dresser High Court Pet Aprilll Ord April 11 

Tay.or, Haroip Srorr, Goole, Yorks, Fish Dealer Wake- 
field Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Tvcker, Samukt, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Draper 
then Pet Mar 15 Ord April 9 

Usner, Norag, Newcastle on ‘Tyne, Lodging house Keeper 
Newcastle on [Tyne Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Wuirsr, James Artuur Dawes, Kingsland rd, Chemist 
High Court Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Wrieut, Tuomas, Shafcesbury, Horse Dealer Salisbury 
Pet April 13 ‘Ord April 13 


Carmar- 








Wryyye Berus, H, Claverton st, Pimlico Croydon Pet 
Jan 4 Ord April 8 

Youses, Wituiam Tuomas, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Wheel- 
wright «neat Yarmouth Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette of April 8 : 

Brockway, Wituam Jouy, Tenbury, Worcester, Grover 

Kidderminster Pet Mar30 Ord Mar 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Wicaczsworts, Ropert, Great Chapel st, Westminster, 
Engineer HighCourt Adjud Dec 30 Annul April 7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER REsCINDED. 

Bu tiock, Ciirrorp Freperick Toutmiy, Savoy mns, Strand 
Higa Court Rec Ord March 18, 1907 Adjud April 8, 197 
Rese andAnnul April 12, 1910 

London Gazette.—Turspay, April 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
3aLes, Ropert, New Hunstanton, pent, Carrier 
Lynn Pet April 14 Ord April 1 

Bamvorp, Frank, Ripon, Yorks, Antique Dealer North- 
allerton Pet Mar 10° Ord April 15 

Brattawaire, Rosent Horner, Bradford, Beerhouse 
Keeper Bradford Pet Apriil5 Ord April 15 


King’s 
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Curistian, Rosert Bisuexy, Leicester, Egg Dealer Leices- 
tee Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Cottins, Jonx, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier Neath 
April 14 Ord April 14 

Coox, Josi1an, Burnham. Somerset, Commercial Traveller 
Bridgwater Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Dixoy, Witte, Featherstone, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Dug.i, G W, New Bond st, Jeweller High Court Pet Mar 
19 Ord April 15 

Eastwoop, Cuaries WIivuiAm, Fleetwood, Lancs, Fruiterer 
Preston Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Epee.ow, Jonn Hewxnen, Bedford row, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Dec6 Ord April 15 

Evans, WILt1AM, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

FarrWkATHER, Joun Henay, Scarborough, Draper 
borough Pet April14 Ord April 14 

Fiorr, Lroroip, Tyrrell rd, East Dulwich, Hairworker 
High Court Pet Mar 23 Ord April 15 

Fow.rs, Grorck Epwin, Birmingham, Fender Manufac- 
turer Birmingham Pet April14 Ord April 14 

Granam, Wittiam, Rochester row, Engineer High Court 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 11 

Grirritas, Roserr Humenrey, ss Oakhampton, Barry 
Docks, Glam, Master Mariner Cardiff Pet April 13 
Ord April 13 

Harpina, Epwin, New Ferry, Chester, Greengrocer Bir- 
kenhead Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Harrisoy & Co, Esher, Surrey, Builders Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Feb 14 Ord April 14 : 

Haswa.t, Freperick Cuaries, Deptford, Sunderland, 
Licensed Victualler Sunderland Pet April 14 Ord 
April 14 

Howortn, Atpert, Long Eaton, Derby, Vanman 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 . 

Innocent, Lewis Wiiiiam, Roman rd, Bow, Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Court Pet Mar 2i Ord April 15 

Jounson, Georar Witiiam, Burbage, Leicester, 
Dealer Leicester Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Lancry, Epwarp, Blaenavon, Licensed Victualler 
gar Pet April14 Ord April 14 

Martin, WituiamM, Quay West, Minehead. Somerset, 
Master Mariner Taunton Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Moraan, Moraay, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet April14 Ord April 14 

Newnousk, Tom Harais, Keighley, Yorks, 
Tenter Bradford Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Nickson, Grorar, Winsford, Cheshire, House Furnisher 
Crewe Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Owen, Witi1Am, Blaengwynfl, Glam, Collier Neath 
April 14 Ord April 14 

Parkin & 0, G, Sheffield, Provision Merchants 
sheffield Pet April12 Ord April 14 

Puitiips, Coaries Mayor, Liverpool, Jeweller 
Pet April8 Ord April 15 

Rosirkr, Puriir, Kingston upon Hull, Bookseller Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

fnutman, Myrr, East Mount st, Whitechapel, Gold Printer 
on Socks High Court Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Sartu, Faeperick, Cleethorpes, Confectioner Gt Grimsby 
Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Smita, Harry Vincent, Victoria st 
Mar18 Ord April 14 

Sumpter, Frep Samurt, Plaistow, Essex, 
High Court Pet Maris Ord April 14 

Tuompson, Jouy, York, Sculptor York Pet April 15 
April 15 

TreHargne, Ronert Gitverr, Port Talbot, Glam, Clerk 
Neath Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Turver, Witiiam Eenry, Pontypridd, Grocer 
Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Urea & Co, Air st, Regent st, Commission Agents High 
Court Pet Augi2 Ord April 14 


Pet 


Scar- 


Derby 


Boot 


Trede- 


Furnace 


Pet 


Liverpool 


High Court Pet 


Stonemason 


Ord 


Pontypridd 


Vax Getper, A J, Stockwell rd, Tailor High Court Pet 
Mar 21 Ord April 14 
Vaucuay, Witi1am, Crosshands, Llanon, Carmarthen 
Collier Carmarthen Pet April16 Ord April 16 
Woop, Jonw Wi.t1am, Gorton, Manchester, Farrher Man- 
chester Pet April2 Ord April 13 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 1 : 
Morcay, Percy, Gracechurch st, Stockbroker High Court 
Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 23 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette April 15 : 

Poisson, CLAUDE Reng, Old Broad st High.Court Pet 

Mar 21 Ord April 13 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

BEVAN, SAMUEL ARTHUR, and JOHN LEONARD BEVAN, 
Tredegar, Mon, Drapers April 29 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

BOLAND, WILLIAM H, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manu- 
facturer April 27 at 11.80 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 

3RAITHWAITE, ROBERT HORNER, Bradford, Beerhouse 
Keeper April 27 at11 Off Rec,12, Duke st, Bradford 

BROWN, HENRY, Kingston upon Hull, Slater April 27 at 
11 Off Rec, Yors City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

BURNHAM, EDGAR, St Leonards, Sussex, Confectioners’ 
ae April 27 at 12 Off‘Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 

righton 


3URT, FRANCES CAROLINE, Gosport, Hants April 28 at 3 | 


Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 
CHRISTIAN, ROBERT BISHELL, Leicester, Egg Dealer 
April 29 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
CLIFF, WILLIAM, Broomhall, nr Nantwich, Cattle Dealer 
April 29 at 10.45 Petty Sessional Court house, Edle- 
stone rd, Crewe 
CRAIGEN, JOHN WILLIAM, Bowes Park, Licensed Victual- 
ler April 27 at12 14, Bedford row 


DIXON, WILLIE, Featherstone, Yorks, Grocer April?8 at | 


ll Off Kec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
DUELL, @ W, New Bond st, Jeweller 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


April 29 at 11 


EDGELOW, JOHN HENNEN, Bedford row, Solicitor April | 


29 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

EVaNns, WILLIAM, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Collier April 28 
at1l Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

FAIRWEA1HER, JOHN HENRY, Scarborough, Draper April 
23sat4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

FIORE, LEOPOLD, Tyrrell rd, East Dulwich, Hair Worker 
April 29at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GENTRY, HERBERT, Gorleston May 8 at 1v.15 Lovewell 
& Co, South Quay, Great Yarmouth 

GOLDBLATT, LOUIS, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Draper April 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM, Rochester row, Engineer April 27 at 
11 sankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

HARRIS, SAMUEL THOMAS, Bangor, Carnarvon April 27 
at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

HARRISON & Co, Esher, Surrey, Builders April 27 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

HENSMAN, GEORGE FREDERICK, Coventry, Tailor 
v7 atll Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Hork, PERCY LAKE, Brighton, Medical Practitioner 
April 28 at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

HORSFALL, ARTHUR CARDWELL, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, 
Confectioner April 29 at 10.15 County Court house, 
Bankhouse st, Burnley 

HOULT, DAVID, Worksop, Notts, Metal Merchant April 
28at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

INNOCENT, LEWIS WILLIAM, Roman rd, Bow, Licensed 
Victualler April 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Carey st 


April 





LIFE 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 


PURCHASED. 
Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 








Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 


3USINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
32, Moorgate Street, E.C. 
J- DOUGLAS WATSON, F.1.A., Manager and Act nary. 


Assets : 
£6,500,000 














| CHRISTIAN, 


| COLLINS, JOHN, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Collier 





JONEs, EDWARD, Rhuddlan, Flint, Clerk 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

KINGS, REGINALD WILLIAM, Leicester, Hairdresser 
27 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


April 27 at 12 
April 


af 
MoWBRAY, JOSEPH, Great Grimsby, Hay Merchant April 
27 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
OAKS, ALFRED, Horsham, Gunsmith April 28 at 2.3) 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
PoIssoN, CLAUA RENE, Old Broadst April 28 at 1 
ruptecy bldgs, Carey st 
PROCTOR, ANN ELIZABETH, Cleethorpes, Farmer 
29at12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 
ROBINSON, ARTHUR, Shoreham, Sussex, Insurance Agent 
April 28 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
TAYLOR, HAROLD STORR, Goole, Yorks, Fish Dealer April 
28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
THOMPSON, JOHN, York, Monumental Sculptor April 28 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
TURNER, FREDERICK HENRY, Langwith, Derby, Butcher 
April 27 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
USHER, NORAH, Newcastle on Tyne, Lodging house Keeper 
April 27 at11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tye 
WRIGHT, THOMAS, Shaftesbury, Horse Dealer April 28 at 
1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
Younas, WILLIAM THOMAS, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Wheel- 
wright April 27at 12.30 Off Rec,8, King st, Norwich 
notice of new First Meeting in the Matter of 
WILLIAM JAMES BRADLEY, High Court, is withdrawn, 
which was gazetted on the 15th April 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bank- 


April 


The 


| APFELBAUM, JACOB DAVID, Liverpool, Stationer Liverpool 


Pet Mar3 Ord April 15 

3ALES, ROBERT, New Hunstanton, Norfolk, Carrier King’s 
Lynn Pet April14 Ord April 14 

BODDAM, EDMUND MEYER TuDOR, Howick pl, Engineer 
H ghCourt Pet Dec17 Ord April 15 

BoLAND, WILLIAM H, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manu- 
fucturer Birmingham Pet Mar18 Ord Apr.ll4 

BRAITHWAITE, ROBERT HORNER, Bradford, Be-rhouse 
Keeper Bradford Pet April15 Ord April 15 

CASE, HERBERT EvWARD, North Elmham, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Aprill Ord April 16 

ROBERT BISHELL, Leicester, 

Leicester Pet April15 Ord April 15 


Egg Dealer 

Neath Pet 
Aprill4 Ord April l4 

CooK, JOSIAH, Burnham, Somerset, Commercial! Traveller 
Bridgwater Pet April16é Ord April 16 

CORDINGLY, CHARLES, Wimbledon, Hosier 
Surrey Pet Aprilll Ord April 13 

CraGes, THOMAS, Stockton on Tees, Farmer 
Tees Pet Mar18 Ord April 13 

DAVIS, WILLIAM HENRY, Walsall, Beerhouse Keeper 
Walsall Pet Mar9 Ord April 14 

DINSLEY, HARRY STEPHENSON, Barnsbury sq, Barnsbury, 
Bioscope Manufacturer HighCourt Pet Novl19 Ord 
April 14 

DIXON, WILLIE, Featherstone, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet Aprii14 Ord April 14 

EASTWOOD, CHARLES WILLIAM, Fleetwood, 
Fruiterer Preston Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

EDWARDS, JANE, Mallinson rd, Clapham Juuction, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb19 Ord April 13 

EVANS, WILLIAM, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Collier 
pridd Pet April15 Ord April 15 

FAIRWEATHER, JOHN HENRY, Scarborough, Draper 
borough Pet April1l4 Ord April 14 

HARDING, EDWIN, New Ferry, Chester, 
Birkenhead Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Hatry, GERALD A, Hamlet gdns, «Ravenscourt Park 
High Court Pet Feb1y Ord April 15 

HILLIER, ALBERT EDWARD, Bermondsey st, Buot Dealer 
High Court Pet Mar15 Ord April 14 

HOLDSWORTH, ‘OM, Seacombe, Chester Birkenhead Pet 
Mar3 Ord April 15 

HOWORTH, ALBERT, Long Eaton, Derby, Vanman Derby 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

INNES, LAURENCE JOHN, Chatham, Lieut RMLI 
ester Pet Jan65 Ord April 16 

JONES, CHARLES SHERIDAN, Gt Ormond st, Journalist 
High Court Pet Mar4 Ord April 14 

LANCEY, EDWARD, Blaenavon, Mon, Licensed Victualler 
Tredegar Pet April14 Ord April 14 

MorGAN, MORGAN, New Tredegar, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
Apriiil4 Ord Aprill4 

MoRGAN, PERoy, Gracechurch st, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Mar3 Ord April 14 

MICHELL, HENRY COLBECK, Victoria st 
Pet Feb 1 Ord April 13 

MORRALL, EDWARD, Minworth, nor Birmingham, Wine 
Merchant Shrewsbury Pet Aprill Ord April 16 

NEWHOUSE, TOM HakRISON, Keighley, Yorks, Furnace 
Tenter Bradford Pet April16 Ord April 15 

OWEN, WILLIAM, Blaengwynti, Glam, Collier Neath Pet 
April 14 Ord April 14 

PRocTOR, ANN ELIZABETH, Cleethorpes, Lincs, Farmer 
Lincoln Pet April9 Pet April 9 

QUAMBUSCH, PERCY EDWARD, Nottingham pl, Acceuntant 
High Court Pet Mar9 Ord April l4 

ROBINSON, ARTHUR, Shoreham, Sussex, Insurance Agent 
Brighton Pet Apriil Ord April 15 

ROSIER, PHILIP, Kingston upon Hull, Bookseller 
ton upon Hull Pet April15 Ord April 15 

SMITH, FREDERICK, Cleethorpes, Confectioner 
Grimsby Pet April15 Ord April 15 

THOMPSON, JOHN, York, Sculptor York Pet April 15 
Ord April 15 

TREHARNE, ROBERT GILBERT, Port Talbot, Glam, Clerk 
Neath Pet April15 Ord April 15 

TURNER, WILLIAM HENRY, Pontypriad, Grocer 
pridd Pet Aprilié Ord April 16 

VAUGHAN, WILLIAM, Crosslands, Lianon, Carmarthen, 
Collier Carmarthen Pet April 16 Ord April 16 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
HoDGKINS, HARRY JOSEPH JORDAN, Bedford 
Ajud Keb 17, 1903 Annul April 7, 1910 
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